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ABBREVIA TIO NS
G ram m atical, geographical and language abbreviations
1st =  first person
2nd =  second person
3rd = third person
A = accusative case
adj. =  adjective
adv. s  adverb
anim. =  animate
с = central (geographically) (distinguishable from c. = century by context o f
discussion)
c. s  century (distinguishable from с »  central by context o f discussion)
CSlk =  Central Slovak dialects
Cz = Czech literary language
D  =  dative case
dim. =  diminutive
du. = dual
e  =  eastern
ESlk s  East Slovak dialects
f. = feminine
Fren = French
fut. = future tense
G  =  genitive case
G er ־  German
I «  instrumental case
imp. =  imperative
inan. = inanimate
inf. = infinitive
ipv. s  imperfecti ve aspect
L s  locative case
Lai s  Latin
1-part. = I-participle
m. = masculine
M H G  = Middle High Gennan
MSIk = Moravian Slovak dialects
N =  nominative case
n & northern (distinguishable from n. = neuter by context o f  discussion)
n. s  neuter (distinguishable from n = northern by context o f  discussion)
n-p. 8  non-past tense
num. =  cardinal numeral
О  =  old (as in OC1  =  Old Czech)
O H G  = Old High German
PA P s  past active participle
past = past tense
pi. = plural
Pol = Polish literary language
poss. s  possessive
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P P P  =  past passive participle
PrA P =  present active participle
prep. =  preposition
pres. =  present tense
pron. =  pronoun
pv. s  perfective aspect
refi. =  reflexive
s =  southern
Slav s  Slavic
Slk =  Slovak
sg. =  singular
V s  vocative case (distinguishable from V= vowel by context o f discussion)
w =  western
WSlav =  West Slavic
WSlk =  W est Slovak dialects
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Phonological sym bols
<  =  derives from
> =  develops into
< -  or  - >  =  yields (e.g.. in paradigmatic derivation o f  forms:
*umeti (inf.) - >  *umëm  ( 1 st sg. n-p.))
= alternates with 
[ ] = phonetic transcription 
/  /  = phonemic transcription
<  >  = actual grap he mie shape (as recorded in text(s))
#  = word boundary
* =  historically reconstructed form
s  hardness o f  preceding consonant (see, however, ù below)
= י  softness o f  preceding consonant (including {״' ,  / ’ -  see Chapter Ш,
note 3 for further explanation) 
s  vowel length (see, however, č . i  . £ ,  ļ  below)
=  syllabic i ty o f consonant (e.g.. f  ) (see, however. > ,  \  below)
= semivowel portion o f a diphthong (e.g., [e ) (see, however, > ,  $ below)
= nasality o f  vowel (e.g.. ę )
V *  vowel (distinguishable from V *  vocative by context o f discussion)
С  =  consonant
ъ  =  “back je r short higher m ,״' id back vowel (< * u ) (also: “reduced vowel״*)
ь  =  “front je r”, short higher mid front vowel (<  * ï  ) (also: “reduced vowel”)
>  or % =  “strong jer” (developed qualitatively into various vocalic reflexes)
*  or ķ = “weak je r“ (generally produced a zero reflex, although retained in some
environments)
0  = zero reflex o f  weak jer
ä  = short low front vowel (i.e., fronted ( a ] )
a = long low front vowel (i.e., fronted [ á J = long [ ä J )
Č = “jat ”, Proto-Slavic front vowel whose exact phonetic value is uncertain;
this symbol indicates f e ]  in contemporary Czech orthography 
ú = long high back vowel in contemporary Czech orthography (i.e.. [ ú ] )
у =  high central (unrounded) vowel in Proto-Slavic and m odem Polish;
this symbol indicates [ i ) in contemporary Slovak/Czech orthography 
с = voiceless dental affricate
č = voiceless alveopalatal affricate
ć = palatalized voiceless alveolar affricate
j  a  “jot״’, voiced palatal semivowel
ł = voiced labiovelar semivowel (i.e., lw) )
f  = trilled voiced fricative (essentially trilled [ r  ] and [ ž  ] pronounced together)
š = voiceless alveopalatal fricative
ś = palatalized voiceless alveolar fricative
x =  voiceless velar fricative
1 8s voiced alveopalatal fricative
ź = palatalized voiced alveolar fricative
3 =  voiced dental affricate
3 = voiced alveopalatal affricate
% =  palatalized voiced alveolar affricate
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A bbrev ia tions fo r d ia lect divisions cited in th is w ork  an d  correspondences between 
ab b rev ia tion s and  d ialect nam es/geographical reg ions1
abbreviation dialect name/peopaphical region
M SIk s  M orav ian  Slovak -  (includes Keletsky dialect)
sMSIk = southern Moravian Slovak -  Podlużsky dialect
-  southern tip o f  MSIk
-  Dolskÿ dialect
-  westernmost region o f MSIk
-  Kopaničifsky dialect
-  south o f  the towns Uh. Ostroh, Uh. Brod
-  Záhorsky dialect
-  westernmost region o f  sWSIk
-  Tmavskÿ dialect
-  region around the town Tmava
-  Hlohovskÿ dialect
-  region around the town Hlohovec
-  PieSt'ansky dialect
-  region around the town PieStany
-  Dolnotrenčiansky dialect
-  region around the town Trenčin
-  Homotrenćiansky dialect
-  region around the town Pov. Bystrica
-  Oravskÿ. Turćiansky. Liptovskÿ 
Homonttriansky, Teko v sky,
Zvolenskÿ dialects
-  the regions o f  the former political districts: 
Orava, Turiec, Liptov, Nitra (northern 
area). Tekov, Zvolen
wM Slk =  western Moravian Slovak 
seMSlk =  southeastern Moravian Slovak
sW SIk = so u th e rn  W est Slovak 
w-sWSIk = western -  southern W est Slovak
с-sWSIk = central -  southern W est Slovak 
e-sW Slk 8  eastern -  southern W est Slovak 
ne-sW Slk =  northeastern -  southern West Slovak
nW Slk = n o rth e rn  W est Slovak 
s-nW Slk =  southern -  northern W est Slovak
n-nWSIk *  northern -  nonhem  West Slovak 
nC SIk = n o rth e rn  C e n tra l Slovak
1 T he d ia le a  divisions and nam es em ployed in ihis investigation (as outlined in (his list o f  abbreviations 
and on  the accompanying m ap) follow those m Krajčovič 1988. Any departures from Krajčovič 1988 are 
specifically outlined in the notes to this list o f  abbreviations. I have not distinguished what K ra jtov ii terms 
'*border areas** (pomedzrU areály), but rather have included each o f these smaller areas in (he larger dialect 
regions on w hich they directly border. This does not affect the present study in any way since none o f  the texts 
investigated here lie in these border areas. The geographical borders fo r the dialect divisions (except MSIk) 
presented in the m aps o f  this study were draw n on the basis o f the Slovak dialect map on p. 4  o f  Stole, e t al. 
1966a. The M SIk dialect borders were drawn on  (he basis o f  information supplied in BartoS 1886. Havránek 
1934 .T rtvn iček  1926.
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-  Hontiansky, Novohradsky dialects2
-  the legions o f the former political districts: 
Hont, Novohrad (except eastern area)
-  Ipeïskÿ, Západogemersky dialects2
-  eastern region o f the former political 
district: Novohrad (along the ІреГ river) 
and western region o f  the former political 
district: Gemer
-  Stredogemerskÿ, Vÿchodogemerskÿ 
dialects2
-  central and eastern regions o f  the former 
political district: Gemer
-  (southern areas 0 0  Spiiskÿ, Šari$sky 
dialects; and A bovskj dialect3
-  southern regions o f  the former political 
districts: Spi$t ŠariS; the entire region of 
the former political district: Abov
-  (nonhem  areas of) SpiSskÿ, SariSskÿ 
dialects3
-  northern regions o f the former political 
districts: Spiš, ŠariS
-  Zemplínsky, Sotácky, U iskÿ dialects
-  the regions o f  the former political districts: 
Zemplin, Užhorod
sC Slk  = so u th e rn  C e n tra l Slovak
w-sCSlk = western -  southern Central Slovak2
с-sCSlk = central -  southern Central Slovak2
e-sCSIk ־  eastern -  southern Central Slovak2
wESIk = w estern  E ast Slovak
s-wESlk =  southern -  western East Slovak3
п-wESIk ־  northern -  western East Slovak3
eESIk = easte rn  E ast Slovak
2 A division o f  the sCSlk dialect area into western, central and eastern regions is a  sim plification o f a  rather 
complex d ia led  situation. However, according to Krajčovič *The isogloss boundary (o f the Hontiansky dialect 
area] with the neighboring Novohradskÿ dialect area is not sharp" (1988. 261). Thus it is  not entirely 
unjustified to  group these dialects together into one (w*sCSIk) region. The same can be m aintained fo r the 
coupling o f the Ipelsky and Západogemersky dialects into a  с *sCSlk region, since again K raļčovii slates: ,*The 
isogloss boundary (of the Západogem ersky dialect} with the ipelsky dialect is  not sharp, because several 
characteristic traits o f the Ipelsky dialect, especially in  the south, penetrate to the banks o f  (he Rim ava river, 
indeed even beyond them " (1988.268). The grouping o f  the Stredogemerskÿ and Vÿchodogemerskÿ dialects 
into an e-sCSl к region is more problematic. It should be stressed here, therefore, that the divisions -  w-sCSlk. 
с  •sCSlk, с  •sCSlk -  cited in this work were chosen on the basis o f  (he phonological traits investigated in this 
study (not on  the basis o f the entire sCSlk dialect picture), and at tim es they represent m ere geographical 
designations and not strict dialectal divisions.
1 A division o f  (he wESIk dialect area into northern and southern regions is  not generally valid in term s of 
the overall ESIk dialect picture. The abbreviations п-wESIk and s-wESlk are used in  this study only as 
geographical designations in (he discussion o f  the reflexes o f  long 6  and long V .
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divisions
m tjo r d iik c t group *  e.g.. M O R A V I A N  S L O V A K  
major dialect division •  e.g.. n o r th e r n  W E S T  S L O V A K
נ נ  — -  region•! du lcet division employed ія i te  preterit study -  e.g.. C'sCS%
individual dialect -  e.g..
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
1( is generally accepted that the present-day Slovak literary language was codified in its 
basic form in the m id 19th century by the Slovak scholar Ludovft Šnir (1815-1856)'. It is also 
generally acknowledged that prior to Stúr and his codification, a similar, but unsuccessful, 
attempt to create a standard Slovak language was made by Anton Bemolák (1762-1813) in the 
late 18th century2. There is not general agreement, however, on the degree o r type of 
standardization, o r better, normalization, exhibited by Slovak texts before the codifying efforts 
o f Bemolák, Stur and their followers. As might be expected, the disagreement on this issue is 
greater the earlier the time period under consideration. The present study focuses on the 16th 
century and the degree and type o f standardization/normalization exhibited in a corpus of 
administrative-legal texts written in the Slovak language territory during that period3.
Essentially two basic models have been proposed in various configurations by scholars 
investigating the situation in 16th century administrative-legal texts from the Slovak language 
territory. Some scholars have claimed that 16th century Slovak speakers continued the 14th- 
15th century practice o f using closely related Czech as their means o f wrinen interdialectal 
communication. These scholars hold that during the 16th century the appearance o f  Slovak 
features in such Czech texts is essentially random and unsystematic. Others have asserted that 
the 16th century Slovaks wrote in a language displaying distinct interdialectal Slovak norms. 
These scholars consider that, although this language was either based on or modeled after the
S י tú r’s  N auka reČI slovenske) (1846) represents (he initial description and codification o f what is today (he 
standard Slovak literary language. This codification (sometimes referred to  in Slovak as šturovčina) was based 
primarily on  the language o f  (he educated class in the Central Slovak dialec( region. Less than enthusiastic 
reactions to S lu r 's  codification by some o f  his peers resulted ш  ал agreement in 1851 on  several changes 
(primarily in orthography, phonology and morphology) as proposed by Micha] M iloslav H od ia  ( IS 1 1 *1870) 
and codified by M artin Kattala ( 1821 •1903) in his Grammatica linguae sloventcae collator  cum proxima  
cognata bohemica  (1850) and Krótka mluvnica slovenská  (1852). This compromise-codification closely 
resembles m odem  literary Slovak in orthography, phonology and morphology and underwent only relatively 
minor changes in its further developm ent toward the standard language in use today. (See Õ urovit 1980; 
Pauliny 1983, 175099; Stankiewicz 1984,25-32.)
7 B em olák’s codification (sometimes referred to in Slovak as bem olákovfina  o r bernalóćtina) is considered 
to be based on (he language (especially spoken usage) o f the educated class in and around Tm ava (лог the local 
W est Slovak T m ava dialect, see especially Pauliny 1983,163• 169). His work was published in several 
volum es. D issertatio philologico-crinca de Utens slavorum . de  divisione illarum, nec non accentibus (1787): 
Linguae slavonicae per regnum hungûhae usitatae compendiosa sim ul, e t fa c ili orthographia  (1787); 
Grammatica slavica  (1790); Etymologia vocum stavicarum sistens modum multiplicandi vocabula per 
derivationem e t compositionem  (1791); Slavicae nomenclaturae diversarum rerum fatine, kungarice. et 
germanice redditae ( 1791); and  Slowár Słoweński. C  es ко  • La hnsko'flem ecko  • Uher sk i  (published after his death, 
1825• 1827). Bernolákovtina  w as the chosen language o f  composition o f  the w riter Jur F indli (Jura] Fándly) 
<1754-1811) and the poet Ján Hollÿ (1785-1849). However, due (0 both socio-historical and linguistic 
circum stances it failed to gain universal acceptance as the Slovak literary language. (See C>urovi£ 1980; Pauliny 
1983,160-174; Stankiewicz 1984, 25*32.)
1 A full description o f  (he textual corpus for this investigation, including the reasons behind the choice o f 
period ( 16th century) and text type (administralive-legal texts), is presented in detail in C hapter U o f  this study.
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Czech literary language (alongside Polish in the east), it exhibited consistent иse  o f distinctly 
Slovak features under the influence o f regional Slovak dialect systems.
T he m ajo r Slovak dialect regions
T h e  Slovak language te r r ito ry  a n d  th e  m a jo r S lovak  d ia lect regions
The Slovak language territory is traditionally divided into four m ajor dialect regions: 
Moravian Slovak (MSIk). W est Slovak (WSlk), Central Slovak (CSlk). East Slovak (ESlk). 
(See, for example, Cun'n, et al. 1977; Havránek 1934; Krajčovič 1988; Lehr-Splawiński and 
Stieber 1957; Stanislav. 1967a; V àinÿ  1934.) There are several points, concerning the 
relationship o f these Slovak dialect regions to the neighboring Slavic languages and to one 
another, that must be mentioned here as background information for this investigation.
The MSIk dialects form a transition zone between the C2ech language territory to the west 
and the rest o f the Slovak language territory to the east. As such, they share phonological traits 
both with the Czech dialects on their western border, as well as with the Slovak dialects on their 
eastern border.
As might be expected, the WSlk dialects (particularly the westernmost Záhorsky dialect) 
share several phonological traits with Czech and MSIk to the west. Somewhat unexpectedly 
however, the WSlk dialects are, in their basic phonological structure, closer to the 
geographically more distant ESlk dialects than to the immediately neighboring CSlk dialects to 
the east.
The CSlk dialects have many phonological traits in common with WSlk and ESlk.
However, there are a number o f  phonological traits that clearly distinguish the CSlk dialects 
from the WSlk and ESlk dialects. Interestingly, many o f these divergent traits in CSlk closely
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resemble traits o f  the South Slavic language group.
As mentioned above, the ESk dialects stand phonologically closer to WSlk than to CSlk. 
However, at the same time it is important to note that the ESlk dialects display a number o f 
phonological traits in common with P o l which directly borders on the ESlk region in the 
north4.
This four• region dialectal arrangement o f the Slovak language territory provides the general 
framework within which the differentiation o f the individual Slovak dialects, as well as the 
development a 16th century standardized/normalized Slovak language form, must be 
considered.
T h e  soci 01 in guis tic situation  in th e  Slovak lands before 1500
It is often the case that dialect divisions within a language arise along natural geographical 
boundaries in the territory where the language is spoken. It is also common for artificial 
political/administrative boundaries to play a role in dialect development. Both types o f
4 The dialect divisions and relationships outlined here have been explained as the result o f the early 
linguistic contacts and early patterns o f  migration o f  the Slavic peoples who settled the regions in question.
Regarding the relationship W Slk-E Slk  vs. CSlk:
,*The East Slovaks are a pan  o f that Czechoslovak (linguistic] group from which the W est Slovak and 
M oravian Slovak dialects were also formed. They arrived in their present-day artas o f sen lement approximately 
at the same tim e as the W est Slovaks, only they crossed the Carpathian Mountains by way o f  the East 
Slovakian passes and the W est Slovaks, along with the Moravians, went by way o f  the M oravian gale. . . .
The ancestors o f  the Central Slovaks probably penetrated from the south [where they had first settled (see 
Pauliny 1963, 17-19» up to  Orava. Turiec and Liptov and divided the East Slovaks from the W est Slovaks. It 
is difficult to determ ine if this happened soon after arrival in the present-day areas o f settlement o r first after 
retreat from the M agyar advance in the IOth century. However, it is certain that it was earlier than the 13th 
century. Thus the East Slovak dialect w as divided from its closer W est Slovak counterpart and became the 
neighbor o f  the less close Central Slovak dialect”  (Pauliny 1963,50-51).
Regarding the divergent features in CSlk and the relationship CSIk-South Slavic:
"(T ļhese features (resembling South Slavic] arose in Slovak as a  result o f South Slavic־S10vak contiguity.
. . .  som e o f  the so-called South Slavism s in Central Slovak, o r a t least the basis for them, arose already in the 
Slavic proto-home land" (Pauliny 1963,38). “ (I)t is necessary to assume that the ancestors o f  the Central 
Slovaks were settled contiguous to the ancestors o f  the South Slavs already in the proto •homeland and took 
som e linguistic traits from them already there. As regards the positioning o f the Central Slovak dialects among 
the Slovak dialects it is necessary again to  assume . . .  thai the Proto Central Slovaks moved from the proto• 
hom eland first out o f  all the Slovaks. They probably followed the South Slavs, with whom they were probably 
neighbors in the  proto-homeland, and settled probably between the Tisza and the Danube, south o f  the present- 
day Slovak territory and in present-day south Central Slovakia on the lower course o f the !pel‘ and Hron rivera. 
From  there they probably then moved to  the north into the present-day region o f Central Slovakia" (Pauliny 
1963. 18).
Regarding the  relationship ESlk-Pol:
"Thanks to  its marginal geographical position. East Slovak underwent separate development in many 
fea tu re s .. . .  The contiguity o f Polish and Ukrainian (with ESlk] was not without significance fo r this 
developm ent, but to  speak o f  Polish influence in the sense o f  some son o f  non-organic interference in 
connection with some parallel Polish •East Slovak features would not be correct. For example, the loss o f  
quantity, stress on the penultimate, softness o f  consonants, the change / ' , d  > ( y ,fand  some other features 
developed organically in East Slovak, parallel to Polish, but not under Polish influence. O f  course, the 
contiguity o f Polish  was not without meaning here. For some other features for which the necessary conditions 
also exhisted in  East Slovak. Polish served as a  model for concrete resolution" (Pauliny )963, 51). See also 
Kotu Иг 1963 regarding the issues o f  the relationship ESlk-Pol.
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boundaries were relevant in the early formation o f  the Slovak language and its dialect divisions, 
but the political/administrative boundaries are more important for the discussion here. W ith the 
rise o f  the Hungarian kingdom in the 10th century, a  political border arose between the MSIk 
dialect region, which came under the control of the Czech kingdom (Bohemia• Moravia within 
the Holy Roman Empire), and the remaining three Slovak dialect regions, which fell under the 
rule o f  the Hungarian kingdom. This political border, separating out the MSIk dialect region 
while bringing together the rest o f the Slovak language territory, caused th a tиConditions were 
also created for convergent linguistic development o f  all the Slovak linguistic regions [within 
the Hungarian kingdom, i.e. not MSIk] despite dialectal disunity, thus* for example, the W est 
Slovak dialects from that time onward had closer [ties] to the Central Slovak dialects than to the 
Moravian Slovak dialects, although before the I Oth century it was the opposite״* (Pauliny 1950, 
42).
The role o f political/administrative boundaries in Slovak dialect formation was even more 
significant as regards the differentiation o f individual dialects within the W est, Central and East 
Slovak regions. Many o f the Slovak dialect divisions within the West, Central and East Slovak 
regions follow the natural geographical divisions in those parts o f  the Slovak language territory. 
However, these same geographical divisions mark the boundaries o f  many o f the internal 
political districts established for the governing o f the Slovak lands within the Hungarian state5. 
In those areas where there are no natural geographical boundaries, but there were internal 
political/administrative boundaries, the borders o f  the individual Slovak dialects run roughly 
along the political borders o f those former Hungarian administrative districts. Pauliny states 
that the political boundaries ,,left deep traces in the dialectal division o f the Slovak region** 
(1950,41 ). Krajčovič in discussing 13th-15h century phonological developments, remarks that 
‘4The isoglosses o f older traits in many places follow the old political district borders” (1971, 
97). Habovitiak (1972) makes the claim (primarily on the basis o f  lexica) data) that even in 
instances where geographical boundaries coincided with political boundaries, the Slovak dialect 
divisions were influenced to a greater degree by the political boundaries*.
The division o f the Slovak lands into smaller administrative districts within the Hungarian
5 Opinions vary on tbc actual origin o f (he political divisions o f  Slovakia within the Hungarian stale, 
how ever, it 1$ generally agreed that they dale from the beginnings o f  Hungarian rule and thai they lasted until 
the period following W orld W ar I. For a synopsis o f  views on  the issue and further references see HabovJtiak
1972, esp . 120.
* “N ot only the borders o f  the individual administrative districts ran along the region o f  these mountains and 
m ountain ranges, but also isogloss bundles arose in these sam e places. In such cases it is difficult to  say with 
certainty which factors were decisive in the emergence o f  dialectal divisions, i.e., whether the geographical 
factor was primary, o r whether the socio-tconomicaJ factor is to  be given priority. The geographical factor had, 
how ever, only secondary importance, thai is through the intermediary o f the political factor" (Habovštiak 1972.
121). Further, ,,M ountain ranges and mountains are places where linguistic isoglosses converge primarily 
because the political border runs along these areas”  (Habovitiak 1972.126).
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state was the political status quo for several centuries leading up to the time period in question. 
According to Pauliny, “One can then say that before the Tartar invasion (124Ы 242) the entire 
present day Slovak territory (within the defense lines and outside the defense lines) was already 
integrated into the Hungarian state administration” (1983,50). Only for a brief period at the 
beginning o f the 14th century was there a  different arrangement o f political administration when 
the Slovak areas o f the Hungarian kingdom came under the rule o f regional oligarchs, the most 
powerful o f which were Mátyás Csák, who held most o f West and Central Slovakia, and the 
Om ódé family which ruled much o f  East Slovakia. Because each o f the Hungarian 
administrative districts developed into a politically and economically more o r less independent 
unit, the individual dialects that arose within each o f these districts remained somewhat isolated 
with respect to one another. More importantly, because o f this relative independence o f  the 
districts there was little opportunity for any one city or region within the Slovak lands to 
develop into an interregional economic, political, o r cultural center whose dialect could quickly 
rise to the level o f a prestige dialect and serve as the basis for the formation o f  a broader 
interregional, interdialectal norm (as happened, for example, with the Central Czech dialect 
around Prague). Thus, as stated by Pauliny, “This (relative independence o f districts] brought 
about the result that the Slovak language, developing within the framework o f  these districts, 
for a long time did not display any distinct convergent features, or convergent features in 
development were for a long time offset by divergences in development. This affected the 
dialects and the form of the language for the entire society. It is thus possible to explain the 
slow and uneven formation o f the Slovak nationality and people and the late emergence o f  a 
literary language form for the entire society” (1983,48).
During the 15th century, the growing importance o f the cities and their wealthy classes and 
the increasing contact on many levels among the members o f the upper classes in the respective 
administrative districts brought about a greater need for a means o f  interdialectal written 
communication that would be more widely accessible than Latin (which was at that time the 
official language o f legal and administrative affairs in the Hungarian kingdom). Because no 
prestige dialect or other indigenous interdialectal formation that might have served as a nascent 
Slovak literary language prevailed, the way was left d e a r  for the implementation o f the closely 
related and already highly standardized Czech literary language as a means o f  written 
communication among the Slovak upper classes7.
י  For a  detailed presentation o f  the socio-histoncaJ as well as linguistic variables (hat played a  role in the 
introduction o f  Czech as the vehicle o f  written com m unication in (he Slovak language territory in the 14th* 15th 
centuries « e  among others: Décsy 1955; K irály 1958; Pauliny 1956a, 1966,1972, 1983 (esp. 76-78); V anik  
1956c. 11-69.
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Czech in Slovakia
The early standardization o f  Czech and its influence at that time beyond the borders o f the 
Czech lands is well-documented. Extant examples o f 14th century Czech religious and secular 
prose and poetry, as well as late 14th century administrative and legal records in Czech, show 
that the language was in use in most areas o f  written production in the Czech lands by the start 
o f  the ] 5th century. The period o f  the Hussite movement, which arose at the beginning o f the 
15th century around the religious reformer and scholar Jan Hus (1 3 7 Ы 4 1 5 ), was marked by 
the increased use o f Czech in both religious and secular affairs in the Czech lands. According 
to Auty, “By the time the Hussite wars ended in the 1430*s the Czech language was in use in 
m ost spheres o f national life—  When we consider that the relative uniformity o f  the 
phonological and morphological structure o f the language remained unimpaired, and that its 
orthography was in the process o f consolidation, we can establish the mid-fifteenth century as 
the period o f origin o f the Czech literary language as a normalized, polyvalent, nationally 
recognized idiom" ( 1980, 169-70)*
The influence o f this 14th- 15th century Czech literary language beyond its borden is clearly 
evident in early Polish religious manuscripts. Polish scribes often used Czech models as 
reference sources for their work. To cite only one example, the translators o f  the earliest 
complete Polish Bible, the *,Queen Zofia Bible1* completed in 1455, made use of a Czech 
translation in their work from a Latin original (see Wydra and R2epka 1984,60). The early 
influence o f literary Czech on the development o f Polish is also seen in the Polish lexicon, 
where a substantial number o f lexical items, particularly specialized terminology from various 
cultural spheres, was borrowed from Czech9.
1 In the history o f  many European languages, the translation o f the Bible played a  m ajor role in the early 
developm ent o f  the literary language. T he  same is true for the development o f  literary Czech in the 14th and 
15th century Czech lands. The first com plete Czech translation o f  the Bible i» dated 10 the 1380s. and a 
num ber o f Czech Bible manuscripts were produced during the period around the Hussite m ovement (see Auty 
1980• 166-7; M erell 1956. 7-29). It is interesting to note that what might be considered the f in t  translation of 
the Bible into Slovak is  not accom plished until the mid 18th century when the Cam aldolite m onks, in their 
efforts to  standardize the language used by  the Slovak Catholics, produced the Swaté Biblia Slow énské aneb  
Pjsm a SwQiého âásika  / . .  //. The earliest extant copy o f this translation dates from the years 1756-59 <see 
Pauliny 1983, 146).
’ K lem ensiewicz concludes that “ It is an indisputable fact, which must be kept in m ind in the history o f the 
developm ent o f the Polish lexicon, that (he Polish M iddle Ages were subject to the very strong appeal o f o f 
Czech culture, literature, and also indeed language.. . .  O ur workers in the field o f  the w rinen w ord had (0 
look to the Czech m odels, our translators wanted and had to  take advantage o f  already finished Czech 
translations" (1985a, 134).
Havránek states that ,,If we take a  look at the Bohem isms that already at that time make up the permanem 
assets o f  literary Polish, w e see (hat Polish borrowed from Czech above all specialized terms o f cultural and 
civilized life that were necessary for the tasks o f a  literary language. These are religious and theological as well
as o ther specialized terms (from education, m edicine, botany, e tc . ) ____M any legal and administrative terms
are o f  Czech origin . . . .  During the Hussite period. Czech m ilitary terras a rr iv e . . . "  (1963, 295-6).
For an overview o f the early influence o f  Czech on  Polish with references to  further literature on  the topic see 
Havránek 1963.
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
Czech also exerted strong linguistic influence in the Slovak language territory at an early 
stage. Whereas in Poland literary Czech served as a model and supplemental source o f  lexical 
material for the nascent Polish literary language, in the Slovak lands the Czech literary language 
itself served for a time as a means o f  written expression. Early Czech manuscripts, especially 
religious writings, were being used and reproduced on a limited basis in the Slovak lands 
already in the 14th century1 °. By the 15th century Czech began to be used on a broader scale 
for the production o f  written documents o f  many different types, first in W est Slovakia and 
later throughout the Slovak language territory. *4Czech began to take root and be used 
systematically in letters and documents among the landed gentry, the city gentry, the military 
commanders, the sovereigns and also in the contact o f the royal chancellery with addressees in 
Slovakia” (Pauliny 1983,77). Administrative and legal records also began to be written in 
Czech during this time*
As stated initially, there are some scholars who consider that this situation persisted into the 
next century. They assert that Czech was used in a relatively unadulterated forni for the writing 
o f documents and correspondence o f an administrative and legal nature in the Slovak lands in 
the 16th century as well. Ludovít Novák considers that the language o f 15th-16th century texts 
from the Slovak lands reflected the contemporary Czech norm with greater o r lesser numbers o f
10 According 10 Pauliny. “ It can be concluded that a ' least in the W est Slovak capitular schools Czech was 
already in use at the end o f the 14th century. Czech was cultivated there in connection with the education o f  the 
next generation o f  priests, precisely so that the priests could use it in their pastoral practice** (1983. 72). He 
goes on to  say that " in  the 14th century Czech was only used in monuments o f  a  literary nature in Slovakia: its 
use was thus lim ited rather one-sidedly. This lim ited use o f Czech in Slovakia in the 14th century shows thal 
it is not possible to  consider Czech as a  literary language in Slovakia before the 15th century. A s ou r currently 
very  incom plete knowledge concerning this issue informs us, the fruits o f O ld Czech literature arrived in 
Slovakia, they were copied there, that is they were copied by Czechs bom  in the С гесh lands and in M oravia (it 
is possible that there were also Slovaks am ong them) who were living in Slovakia, and w ho thus acquired 
certain Slovak traits in  their language. But ev iderce . as it seems, shows that in the 14th century Czech did not 
yet have any m ore prominent social binding force in Slovakia. It was used within the circles o f  Czech clergy 
working in Slovakia, that is those clergy used it within their surroundings, it is also possible that Slovak 
clergy in W est Slovakia used it in their writing, but it was not ye( a  literary language o f the general public** 
(1983. 72).
11 The best exam ple o f the 15th century use o f  Czech in administrative and legal record keeping in  Slovakia 
is  the Żiiina Tow n Book (ZUinská mestská  *п/Ла). This town book contains a G erm an edition o f  the 
M agdeburg law  code from 1378 and entries starting in the late 14th century in G erm an and Latin. T he  first 
entry recorded in Czech appears in 1451, and after 1462 the entries are recorded exclusively in Czech. In 1473 a  
Czech translation o f the )aw code is added to the book, and by 1561. the date o f  the last entry in the book, the 
total num ber o f  Czech entries is  72. (See Chaloupeckÿ 1934.) The fact that Czech began to  be used in  town 
adm inistration and record keeping in the 15th century is usually attributed to the increasing percentage o f 
Slovak inhabitants in the towns, and thus the increasing presence o f  Slovaks in tow n governance, during the 
15th century (see D onila  1984, Varsik 1935a, 1935b. 1956c).
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Slo vak i sm s12. N. A. Kondrašov holds essentially the same opinion stating that “up until the 
18th century the majority o f the Slovak monuments maintain a Czech character” ( I9 6 0 ,8 )1 *.
В ranista v V anik  states that his research showed no evidence o f conscious “Slovakization” of 
the literary Czech norm except in the use o f  specific legal and administrative terminology14. 
More recently Robert Auty expresses the view that the language o f  texts written in Slovakia 
before about the 17th century must be considered a form of Czech -  that it would be 
“exaggerated” to consider the language o f  such texts as Slovak15.
C u ltu ra l Slovak
Such a  view concerning the use o f literary Czech in 16th century Slovakia is disputed by the 
majority o f those who have worked on the question o f the linguistic nature o f  16th century 
Slovak administrative-legal texts. The general assertion o f this majority is that already in the 
16th century the language attested in many Slovak admmistradve-JegaJ texts exhibits a relatively 
stable, linguistically mixed form incorporating the consistent use o f Slovak linguistic features 
alongside features o f  literary Czech. This linguistically mixed language is considered to have
12 “W hen we compare with the analyzed material from the 15th century for exam ple only the Slovakisms 
from the linguistically analyzed monuments from the second half o f the 16th century, town records and upper 
class documents and letters from Central and East Slovakia, we ascertain an incontestable growth in the number 
and variety o f Slovakisms. Because the knowledge o f Czech was actively spread in Slovakia during this period 
by m eans o f  indigenous schools, this increase in the number and variety o f  Slovaki sms can be explained first of 
all through the greater areal broadening and deeper social penetration o f  literary Czech into public and private 
life in Slovakia" (Novák 1938, 219).
13 In discussing 16th and 17th century writings from the Slovak lands he stales: “ In (he works o f  many 
authors, and even in private and official documents, there appear Slovak peculiarities explainable as involuntary 
m istakes o f  Slovaks using Czech for writing purposes. These local Slovak phonetic and morphological 
peculiarities, which penetrated for various reasons into the Czech literary norm on Slovak soil, are called 
Slovaki sms. . . .  Thus, in  Old Slovak manuscripts, and less often in printed monuments, we find a  greater or 
lesser num ber o f  Slovakism s. . . .  However, up until the 18th cemury the m ajority o f  the Slovak monuments 
maintain a  Czech character" (Kondrašov I9 6 0 ,7-8).
14 “In the 15th century there were still relatively few people who knew how to  write, and the documents that 
have been preserved from those times were written for the most part only by highly educated people, especially 
scribes, and for that reason are stylistically and linguistically relatively well-written and contain relatively fewer 
dialectal traits. But in the 16th century, in the period o f the Reformation, the num ber o f  those w ho knew how 
to read and write greatly increased, and there are many extant documents from the 16th century w ntten in Czech 
which were already written not only by scribes but also by simple city gentry and landed gentry, indeed such 
documents even anse in  the village*. For thai reason it is only obvious that the further (rem oved), the more 
dialectal traits penetrate into such documents. . . .  However, it is necessary to  state that 1 have not found 
anywhere a  conscious e ffon  to disturb the literary norm and thus to  Slovakize the literary language used in 
Slovakia in the 15th and 16th centuries. Conscious use was made only o f  several special terms fo r offices and 
officials and sim ilar items which had other, different names in Slovakia . . . ” (Varsik 1956c. 85).
15 4’Czech texts written in the Slovak dialect-area are found from the fourteenth century, and in  the fifteenth 
century the use o f  Czech fo r administrative purposes was fairly widespread in the towns, especially in western 
Slovakia. In the course o f  tim e m any Slovak features found their w ay into the language o f  the texts. These 
Slovakism s are often sporadic and haphazard, but som e, especially r  for ? and e for ł . are found fairly 
system atically. However, before about 1600 it would be exaggerated to  describe these texts as Slovak: they are 
aberrant specimens o f the Czech literary language“  (Auty 1978, 200).
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exhibited interdialectal tendencies in its use o f  specific linguistic features16. The term 
commonly used by scholars for this relatively stable Slovak *Czech interdialectal linguistic form 
is 44Cultural Slovak" (kultúrna sloveniina)*7. There is not complete agreement cm whether 16th 
century Cultural Slovak is the result o f  Slovak adaptation and reworking (“Slovakizing”) o f a 
Czech literary language base o r whether it is based on Slovak spoken interdialectaJ tendencies 
worked out in wrinen form merely on the model o f  literary Czech. Indeed, some scholars 
consider that both processes contributed to the array o f  Cultural Slovak formations that are 
extant in the texts1 *. The first view involves the reworking o f the literary Czech norm through 
the relatively consistent penetration o f Slovak linguistic features (“Slovakisms‘*) into that norm. 
It is sometimes claimed that these consistent Slovakisms were consciously introduced into the 
texts by their authors, but this is by no means a universally held view. W hatever the motivation 
behind the introduction o f Slovak features into the Czech norm, it is held that the presence o f 
these consistent Slovak traits represents a systematic restructuring o f the Czech norm, 
producing a  more o r less stable “Slovakized Czech** interdialectal norm. The second view is 
based on the existence o f  spoken interdialectal fomis o f  Slovak that were the vehicles o f oral 
communication among the Slovak intellectuals o f the time. It is held that these spoken 
interdialectal forms o f  Slovak formed the linguistic base o f written Cultural Slovak, with the 
syntax and style modeled on the written style o f literary Czech. Again, the end result o f this 
process is considered to be a relatively stable, linguistically mixed, Slovak •Czech interdialectal 
norm.
See Lehmann 1982 and 1988 for theoretical views on language contact and interaction in the form *י ation o f 
interdialectal language form s during the periods before the developm ent o f  a standard literary language, and the 
role o f these interdialectal language forms in the development o f  standard literary languages, especially in the 
Slavic world.
17 According to  KondraŠov (1 9 69 .37  and )974 ,24 ), the term  **cultural language" w as first used by the 19th• 
20th century Polish linguist Aleksander Bnlckner to designate the ,'transitional form  betw een the Polish dialects 
and literary Polish", and then becam e consistently employed by anoiher Polish linguist, Kazimierz N itsch, and 
his students. I have been unable to  locate the reported origin o f  the term with Brückner. However, its greater 
acceptance in Polish linguistic circles seems to have arisen from N itsch 's formulation o f  the term and concept in 
his 1913 article on the origin and developm ent o f literary Polish: "O  wzajemnym stosunku gwar ludowych i 
jeżyka literackiego” ־)   Nitsch 1954) (cf. Auty 1964,155; Kondraiov 1967.215 & 226 note 2; Kotulič 1969. 
352 note 25). Karel H orilek  is credited with introducing the term  into Czech and Slovak linguistic circles (in 
Horálek 1954). where the Slovak linguist Eugen Pauliny is chiefly responsible fo r bringing il im o com m on use 
in the study o f  Slovak (cf. Kotulič 1969, 352).
The term  was originally applied essentially only to spoken language forms but gradually cam e to  be applied 
to  written linguistic m anifestations as well, especially through the use o f  the term by Slovak linguists to  refer 
to  the language o f  early Slovak documents.
Because o f  the large num ber o f scholars holding to the existence o f  16th century Cultural Slovak and 
because o f the quite extensive literature by these scholars on  the issue, the specific theories o f individual 
scholars will not be dealt with separately here, but will rather be sum m anzed into several m ain points. The 
m ost prom inent among those who hold to the existence o f various forms o f  a  relatively stable, lingusiticalty 
mixed, interdialectal language in 16th century texts are: Ján D onila. Katarina HabovStiaková. Izidor Kotu lit. 
Rudolf K n j io v i t .  Eugen Pauliny. M ost o f  the major writings from these scholars on  the issue o f  Cultural 
Slovak are listed in the bibliography o f  this study.
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Many o f  the scholars who posit a wntten 16th century Cultura] Slovak also state that 
administrati ve •legal texts from Slovakia displaying essentially “pure" Czech as well as such 
texts showing essentially **pure”  Slovak occur throughout the 16th century alongside texts 
exhibiting Cultural Slovak19. Instances o f  16th century *'pure" Czech administrative-legal texts 
are said to occur especially in the regions o f Bratislava and Tmava, where socio-economic ties 
with the Czech lands were the strongest (see Pauliny 1983, 118). The “pure** Slovak texts are 
said to occur m ost often where spoken use was recorded in a  manner true to the usage o f its 
speaker (e.g.. recorded testimony o f witnesses -  see Dorula 1967a, 25). The argument is 
made, however, that such texts exhibiting “pure” language usage are in the minority (cf. note 
19), and that even the “pure‘* Czech texts often display certain Slovakisms (see Krajčovič 1962, 
71-74 and 1978, 185). while the “pure1‘ Slovak texts also frequently show a  certain number o f 
Bohemisms (see D onila 1967a, 25).
A s previously stated, the Cultural Slovak manifested in 16th century administrative-legal 
texts is considered to show relative stability in form and fairly high consistency in use of 
specific features. Scholars investigating these texts draw attention to the frequent occurrence o f 
individual linguistic features in the specific texts with which they are working and cite these 
features as typical for Cultural Slovak. Some have even drawn up lists o f the features that they 
consider characteristic o f Cultural Slovak generally and/or in its specific regional variants (see, 
for example. D onila 1967a, 30; Pauliny 1983, 123). However, as cautioned by Dorula, “These 
features do not always occur altogether in one text, but together they are characteristic for [the] 
Czech (used) in Slovakia in administrative-legal documents, giving it an individual character” 
(1967a, 25-6). Hence, although Cultural Slovak is considered to be marked by a certain 
relatively stable norm, this norm may not always be present to the same degree in every text in 
which Cultural Slovak is said to be attested0״.
Cultural Slovak is considered to have existed in regional variants incorporating specific 
dialectal features o f each region in which it was used. Hence, the narrower terms Cultural West
19 According 10 Kotulič, “ It is  true that some preserved texts show that the indigenous cultural language 
(i.e., an indigenous, interdialectal, purely Slovak linguistic forni) as well as borrowed Czech in many instances 
maintain tbeir ow n linguistic character, almost completely unmarked o r only little m arked by the influence o f 
(he other cultural language. T hat is the exception rather than the rule, but it is necessary to assum e thal 
alongside that new hybrid and significantly complex linguistic form ation, which we luiow from numerous 
attested texts and w hich is the result o f  the interference o f the indigenous cultural language and Czech, both the 
indigenous cultural language as well as borrowed Czech maintain their independence and continuity for the 
whole period o f  their existence and use as cultural linguistic formations o f  the Slovak nationality*’ (1968, 144- 
145). In this regard see also KrajČovtČ 1962 where he illustrates, with specific examples o f  texts, the concurrent 
use o f these different w ntten language forms during the 16th century.
20 HabovSúaková states: '*The linguistic character o f  the writings in Slovakia oscillates between tw o poles: 
between Czech in alm ost its purest form and manifestations written in Slovak (w ith a  tone very close to  the 
local dialect o f  the author o f the text). Between these two extrem e poles is found an entire gamut o f 
interm ediate form s from  Czech m ixed with greater o r lesser numbers o f  Slovakisms up to Slovak marked 
sporadically with only certain Bohemisms”  (1972,128).
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Slovak (kultúrna zâpadoslovenâina), Cultural Central Slovak (kultúrna stredoslovenČina) and 
Cultural East Slovak (kultúrna vychodoslovenâina) a r t often used іл the scholarly literature on 
the subject. The dialect features exhibited by these regional variants o f Cultural Slovak are 
considered to have been manifestations o f regional interdialectal norm development. Thus, the 
regional variants o f  Cultural Slovak are considered to show not only narrow, micro-dialectal 
features from the specific dialect o f  the tex t's author, but also broader, interdialectal features that 
had currency on a broader regional level21. Because o f socio-economic conditions in the 
Hungarian kingdom. Cultural W est Slovak and Cultural Central Slovak are considered to have 
been more developed than Cultural East Slovak in the 16th century22. As regards Cultural East 
Slovak it is also necessary to remember that, because o f  strong socio-economic ties between the 
East Slovak regions and Poland in the 16th century, the Polish literary language23 often filled
21 “like  b a sk  characteristic feature o f lhe pre• literary cultural language o f  the Slovak nationality is on the one 
hand its close connection with the Slovak dialects, a i  the same time however, on the other hand, the effort to 
rid itself o f clear local dialectal traits (for exam ple ctknm e, d itkanie), and thus to achieve a  certain superdialectal 
validityи (HabovStíaková 1970.202).
In speaking specifically about Cultural W est Slovak K rajtovič states: ,*From a  linguistic point o f  view, the 
early phase in the form ation o f  Cultural W est Slovak is  marked by the broader use o f  indigenous dialects (more 
exactly the dialect around Tranava) in written m anifestations. . . .  But what is m ore important in the 
evaluation o f the entire developm ent o f Cultural W est Slovak is the realization that this early phase is 
simultaneously characterized by  an  opposing tendency: the tendency to paralyze typical traits o f  the indigenous 
dialects by m eans o f  such traits as had a  superdialectal nature as regards the entire system o f  the language in use 
(the d ia le a  around Tmava)** ( 19 6 4 .172).
22 MIn the 16th and 17th centuries. W est Slovakia was relatively the m ost peaceful region o f Slovakia. In 
connection with this, the conditions were also created here for the rise and developm ent o f  the formātiem that we 
call Cultural W est Slovak. Central Slovakia (that is the districts that were not under Turkish control, thus not 
Gem er. Novohrad, and part o f Hont) had intensive solidarity during the period o f the anti-Turkish b a n t« . U 
seems that it was during this period that the basically uniform type o f the Central Slovak dialects w as fixed in 
the districts o f Turìec (w ith northern Nitra), Liptov, Zvolen. Tekov, and the western part o f  Hont. This region 
as a  unit very actively participated in the bart les against the Turks in defense o f the m ining cities. . . .  This 
unity is striking especially in the Zvolen. Tekov. and Hont districts. This Central Slovak dialectal type 
[created in these unified districts] was lhe basis fo r the formation that we call Cultural Central Slovak. . . .
The integration o f  W est and Central Slovakia as a  whole is clear and relatively strong at this time. The 
integration o f East Slovakia into the Slovak whole in the 16th and 17th centuries was weaker. Numerous 
fae ton  were at w ork here. It was significant that between Central and East Slovakia there was the S p il German 
ban i er in the north and the territory occupied by the Turks m the south. Besides that the East Slovak districts 
leaned toward Transylvania in questions o f  pow er and toward Poland תו trade contacts at that time”  (Pauliny 
19&3, 103-4).
‘,In the 16th and 17th centuries Cultural Slovak also gains validity in East Slovakia. However, as a  nile it 
is strongly m arked by local d ia le a 1'  {Pauliny )983. 122).
23 The Polish literary language underwent rapid developm ent during the 16th century in Poland. It became 
increasingly used in Polish adm instrati ve• legal documents o f  all types (diplomatic correspondence, court 
records, guild records, e tc )  Its use in belles-lettres reached such grand proportions that this period is often 
referred to as the Golden Age o f  Polish literature. Klemensiewicz summarizes: "W e close our survey o f  the 
history o f  M iddle Polish with the assertion that its primary essence was the formation o f the literary language 
as a  powerful m eans and co-factor in the mu Iti ״sided developm ent o f  the national culture. . . .  The Middle 
Ages imparted the tendencies, needs and initial achievem ents o f the standardizing and normalizing o f  a  general, 
superdialectal Polish language. In the 16th century these tendencies intensified and in  the relatively short 
period o f several decades yielded excellent results: a  literary language suitable and competent in various areas o f 
w nting . .  (1985b. 433). See also Schenker 1980.
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the same role in East Slovakia as Czech did in all the Slovak regions. Thus investigators of 
administrati ve*legal writing from East Slovakia make claims for the existence o f  documents 
written in essentially “pure" Polish (with Slovakisms), a mixed Slovak-Polish and essentially 
“pure״״ Slovak (with Poionisms)24.
The above discussion o f the sholarly views on 16th century Cultural Slovak are perhaps 
best summed up by Pauliny when he states:
“Cultural Slovak is the relatively fixed linguistic form aion that was used first in 
administrative• legal records, later, but still in the 16th century, also in other genres. Its 
literary superdialectal starting p o in t, that is the framework, was literary Czech, but its 
communicative validity in phonology, morphology, and in the lexicon was determined 
to a significant degree by Slovak. Its primary support from Czech was in the area of 
syntax. Cultural Slovak did not directly incorporate local Slovak dialects, but rather 
such a form of Slovak as was in use in superdialectal contact in individual economic or 
administrative areas. Thus the forms o f cultural Slovak were varied according to which 
area its users belonged t o . 1 I״״ (1983,  8 - U9 )25
T he p resen t investigation
It is the question o f the existence o f such a 16th century Slovak interdialectal linguistic 
formation in administrative-legal texts that is the focus o f this investigation. Most o f the 
previous studies in this area have concentrated on individual texts o r groups o f  texts from 
specific regions, investigating in detail the nature o f the language o f these individual texts (cf., 
for example. W est Slovakia: Krajčovič 1961a, 1962; Štmovič 1941; Central Slovakia: A. D. 
Dubay 1946-48 & D. A. Dubay 1939/1940; Kotulič 1961; Kuchar 1969; Lehotská and 
Orlovsky 1976; Mihál 1936; Novák 1937; Skladaná 1984; Stole 1951; East Slovakia: Dorula
74 D orula suites; ‘T h e  data that w e have assem bled here witness to  the fact that Polish w as a  commonly 
used language in docum ents in  Hast Slovakia m the 16th century. W e have documents in which only isolated 
Poionism s are found and Polish texts with Slovakism s" (1966. 73).
,,A fter the study o f  further accessible archival m aterial from the 16th century it is shown that Polish was 
comm only used in  documents in East Slovakia, that it had an influence on the language o f  docum ents with a 
dialectal linguistic base o r docum ents written entirely in Czech** ( 1966.74).
*The influence o f Polish, the Polish cultural sphere, appears in the m ajority o f  the docum ents that to this 
point are known to  us from  16th century East Slovakia. . . .  It can be said that between literary Polish and the 
indigenous dialects, both o f which were used alongside Czech in docum ents, there developed a  relationship 
analogous to that which existed between those sam e dialects and Czech** (1966,75).
**In sum m ary it can be said that Polish was used in docum ents from the 16th• t Sth centuries in a  large region 
o f  East Slovakia in the same way as Czech was used in all o f Slovakia. Its use there was determ ined in the 
given socio 'tusiorical situation by the same factors as determined the use o f  Czech. The Slovaks adapted 
Polish, the sam e as they d id  Czech, to  the needs o f  their written contact, although it is true that the extent o f 
the use o f Polish in Slovakia is m ore limited than the extent o f  the use o f  Czech" (1977b, 53-4).
25 See also the short encyclopedic articles on  "Cultural Slovak", “Cultural W est Slovak*'. “Cultural Central 
Slovak” , and **Cultural East Slovak'* in Krajčovič and Ż igo 1994, 87-89. for a  concise sum m ary o f  the concept 
“Cultural Slovak**.
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
1961a, 1961b. 1966 .1969b; Kotulič 1959a & 1959b). Previous textual studies that have been 
larger in scope have focused chiefly on (he lexicon, less on phonology, morphology and syntax 
(cf. especially the immense lexical project for the production o f  the Historicky slovnik 
slovenského jozyka (Historical Dictionary o f  Slovak) and articles derived from this project: 
HabovStiaková 1966, Kuchar 1964,1974, 1982; as well as a series o f works by Donila:
1967a, 1967b, 1968, 1977a, 1977b. 1977c, 1982). HabovStiaková (1968a) deals with the 
phonology, morphology and lexicon o f  an extensive sample o f data, however, she draws this 
data in isolation from the catalogues o f the Historical Dictionary o f  Slovak and not from the 
direct investigation o f  a textual corpus.
In contrast to these previous studies, the present work undertakes a detailed phonological 
investigation o f an extensive mid 16th century corpus o f  administrative •legal texts representing 
alt four major Slovak dialect divisions (Moravian Slovak, W est Slovak, Central Slovak, East 
Slovak). The individual reflexes from 9 phonological developments are examined in the texts 
o f  the corpus to determine whether they exhibit any consistency o r uniformity in distribution. 
The intent is to determine whether the language o f 16th century Slovak administrative-legal 
texts exhibits interdialectal phonological patterns o r norms. If such interdialectal patterning is 
found to exist, an attempt will be made to ascertain the geographical scope and the linguistic 
basis of the attested interdiaJectal consistency.
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CH A PTER U: T H E  CO RPUS
The corpus under investigation in this study is a  set o f  152 Slavic1 administrative-legal texts 
from throughout the Slovak language territory written between the y e a n  1530 and 15902.
Geography
For the purposes o f this study, the ,'Slovak language territory** is defined geographically as 
those regions o f  the present day Czech and Slovak Republics where, both historically as well as 
presently, dialects o f the Slovak language have been the means o f oral communication among 
the indigenous population. The Slovak dialect regions included in this definition are (hose that 
are generally presented in standard historical and dialectological treatments o f Czech and Slovak 
and that were sketched out in Chapter I o f  (his study: M oravian Slovak (moravskoslovenské 
nirečia), W est Slovak (západoslovcnské náreõia), Central Slovak (stredoslovenské nārečia). 
East Slovak (vÿchodoslovenské nárefta). The geographical extent o f (hese four regions can be 
seen again in the map below.
T h e  S lovak language te r r ito ry  and  th e  m a jo r  S lovak d ia lect reg ions
1 T he  term  *4Slavic'* 15 used throughout (hi5 description o f  the corpus 10 denote texts from the Slovak 
language territory w rinen in a Slavic language (be it “pure** C z o r Pol, C z  o r  Pol w ith SIk features. S lk with С г 
o r  Pol features, o r ' pure" Slk dialect) as opposed toי  Latin, German o r Hungarian (i.e.. the other languages 
com m only used for written expression during the tim e period and in the region in question). Since the very 
purpose o f  th is  investigation is to shed light on the nature o f  the written language o f  the corpus, the term 
“ S lavic" (instead o f  **Czech*' o r  “Slovak”) was chosen to avoid passing judgm ent on  the linguistic form o f  the 
language em ployed in the texts under investigation.
1 A com plete listing and technical description o f the texts is presented in Appendix В 21 the b t tk  o f  this 
work.
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In the process o f  selecting the corpus, texts were considered to  be “from . . .  the Slovak 
language territory" when their place o f  origin (composition) as well as their place o f destination 
were both within the geographical area described above. Since place o f composition was used 
as the primaту localizing factor for determining the dialect region to which each text belonged, it 
was also necessary to consider the background o f each tex t's author(*) (to the extent that this 
was possible). Every attempt was made to choose texts where it was probable that the author's 
linguistic background represented to some degree the dialect region where the text was 
composed (e.g.. a Slovak writing a text from within his native dialect region: a  non-Slovak, o r a 
Slovak from a different region, in residence in a given Slovak region for a significant period o f 
time prior to writing a  text). An effort was made to exclude texts where the linguistic 
background o f  the author might not have been representative o f the region of composition (e.g., 
a Slovak from one dialect region writing a text from a place o f temporary residence within 
another region; a non-Slovak writing a text from a place o f temporary residence in the Slovak 
territory; a non-Slovak, o r a Slovak from a different region, having taken up residence in a 
given Slovak region only a short time prior to writing a text)*. These criteria o f  place o f  origin 
and destination o f the text and background o f the author are traditionally used as guidelines for 
selecting Slovak corpora such as the one under investigation here. (See, for example, Macârck 
1958, 215; Novák 1941, 130-31; Pauliny 1983,79-80; Pranda 1948, 189; 1950,163; RatkoS 
1953. 168)
Chronology
The specific time period o f  the mid 16th century was chosen for this study for both socio- 
historical and linguistic reasons. From the tenth through the fourteenth centuries, Latin was the 
dominant language o f  administrative and church affairs in the Hungarian state o f  which the 
Slovak lands were a pan4. Thus before 1400 there is a general lack o f Slavic written records 
from the Slovak language territory. The few complete pre-15th century Slavic manuscripts
1 Because the present corpus is composed o f  documents o f legal importance, the  texts are often officially
signed by the a u th o rs )  and/or scnbe(s) responsible for their production. In cases where the texts are o f  a  more 
general nature and are not directly signed (e.g., court/city council records, town book entries), there are often 
separate records indicating the succession o f  court/city officials responsible fo r record keeping during any given 
period. Thus ihe identity o f  the author(s)/scribe(s) o f  the texts in the present corpus is we И •documented in 
m ost instances, and iheir background is usually traceable from other historical docum entation (in the case o f 
nobility o r wealthy landowners -  property deeds and fam ily records, in  the case o f  scribes o r other educated 
officials -  em ploym ent records, records o f schooling). The m ajority o f  the text editions used in this
investigation present not only names but also personal data and historical background o f  the au th o rs )/ scribe(s) 
o f the texts, thereby greatly simplifying the task o f m atching linguistic background o f  author/scribe to  location 
o f production o f  text.
4 Latin rem ained an official language o f administration in the Hungarian stale until the end o f  the eighteenth 
century when Hungarian began to  assume a  m ore important role in stale affair? (see Pauliny 1958, 40; 1983. 
138-9).
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extant from the Slovak language territory are generally Czech literary and religious works thai 
were first composed and written in the Czech lands and were then brought into the Slovak 
territory as finished works and simply copied there5. In the 15th century the use o f  literary 
Czech (as a  means o f  written communication more widely accessible to Slovak speakers than 
was Latin) spread in the Slovak language territory, due primarily to an increased presence and 
interaction o f  Slovaks at higher (literate) levels o f the social/class structure o f the Hungarian 
state and to increased contact on various levels (political, military, religious, economic, cultural) 
between the Czech and Slovak lands (see especially Pauliny 1983, Varsik 1956c). The number 
o f extant 15th century administrative-legal texts written in Czech in the Slovak language 
territory is significant6, however such texts are somewhat restricted geographically, especially 
as regards the CSlk and ESIk dialect regions7.
Finally in the early part o f the 16th century, several major historical events occurred which 
caused the use o f  literary Czech in written communication to increase throughout the Slovak 
language tenitory. The arrival o f the Turkish armies and the defeat o f the Hungarians at the 
battle o f  Mohács in 1526 brought Czech soldiers into the Slovak lands for extended periods o f 
time to help stop the advance o f the Turkish forces. The Turkish invasion and occupation o f all 
but the northern (Slovak) portions o f the Hungarian kingdom led to the annexation o f the 
Slovak lands into the Habsburg Empire. This caused a  general weakening o f border 
distinctions between the Czech and Slovak lands and increased contact on all levels between the 
tw o areas. Also, the Reformation arrived in the Slovak lands in the first quarter o f the 16th 
century, bringing with it the concept o f  the appropriateness o f native languages in religious 
worship and church affairs. Literary Czech (already in place as a  means o f  written 
communication in the Slovak language tenitory since the early 15th century) was chosen as the 
linguistic vehicle o f the Reformation in the Slovak lands. The Reformation, and thus the
5 ,*As ou r сипепйу very incomplete knowledge concerning this issue informs us. the fruits o f Old Czech 
literature arrived in Slovakia, they were copied there, й ш  is they were copied by Czechs bom  in the Czech 
lands and in M oravia (il is possible thai there were also Slovaks among them ) who were living in Slovakia, and 
w ho thus acquired certain Slovak traits in their language. But evidence, as it seems, shows that in (he 14th 
century Czech did not yet have any m ore prominent social binding force in Slovakia. It was used within the 
circles o f  Czech clergy working in Slovakia, that is those clergy used it wiihin their surroundings, it is also 
possible that Slovak clergy in W est Slovakia used it in their writing, but it was not yet a  literary language o f 
the general public'* (Pauliny 1983.72).
* Pauliny (1 983 ,87 ) estim ates the num ber to  be approximately 230. See Chaloupeckÿ 1934,1937 (and 
corresponding dictionaries: RySánek 1954; V áiny  1937); H ú tfava  1939/1940; Kniezsa. et al. 1952; Novák 
194] for editions o f  such 15th century administrative •legal texts written in  Czech in the Slovak language 
territory.
7 *'As B. V an ik  showed (1956. p. 27 and following), literary Czech f im  reaches Central and East Slovakia 
system atically during the period o f  Ján Jiskra z Brandysa (1440-1462). He also showed with detailed evidence 
(op. cit. p . 55) that after Jisk ra 's  de  panure the use o f  Czech funher developed chiefly in W est Slovakia and 
northern Centra] Slovakia (Liptov). but before the Reformation the use o f literary Czech is more weakly attested 
in the  m ining regions o f  Central Slovakia and in East Slovakia" (Pauliny 1982.162). See also V an ik  1956c as 
referred to by Pauliny.
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written use o f literary Czech, gained ground rapidly in the 1530s throughout the Slovak 
language territory. The period o f  the Reformation also saw an increase in the number of 
schools and hence an increase in literacy in Slovakia, particularly among the middle classes of 
society8. This increase in literacy, coupled with the rise o f new socio-economic structures in 
the Hungarian state that necessitated greater use o f  written records, brought about increased 
production o f Czech texts toward the middle o f the 16th century9. These socio-historical events 
suggest a beginning date around 1530 for the corpus o f this investigation1
The choice o f  a m id 16th century corpus is also justified linguistically. Some scholars 
examining the history o f Slovak place the beginnings o f  written cultura] Slovak language forms 
as early as the 15th century depending on the dialect region in question. However, most o f the 
scholars who have investigated the issue hold the opinion that various regional versions of 
cultural Slovak are manifested in texts from throughout the Slovak language territory by the 
second haJf o f  the 16th century. (See. for example, Blanár 1964, 123; 1990,103-104; Donil a 
1967a, 23-24; Kotulič 1968,147-48; 1969, 367-68; Krajčovič 1962,80; Krajčovič andŽ igo 
1994,87-89; Lifanov 1989.43 & 47; Pauliny 1983,118-30.) This view is based on the greater 
frequency with which Slovak linguistic elements (primarily phonological, morphological and 
lexical) appear in the Czech texts from this period. It is also based on the assessment that these 
Slovak elements appear in 16th century texts with greater regularity and in a more structured 
m anner than previously. Thus, a corpus that begins toward the end o f  the first half o f the 16th 
century and continues into the second half o f that century seems linguistically appropriate for an 
investigation o f the early existence o f wntten forms o f cultural Slovak.
C o rp u s size
The general geographical and chronological distribution o f the texts chosen for this 
investi gátion is shown in the following table11.
1 *‘|1!n the 16th century, in the period o f the Reformation, the num ber o f  those w ho клеш how (0 read and 
write greatly increased, and there are many extant documents from the 16th century written in С  tec h  which were 
already written not only by scribes but also by sim ple city gentry and landed gentry, indeed such documents 
even arise in the villages'‘ (Varsik 1956c. 85).
* “[Native languages] cam e to the fore above all in that area o f  life where they represented economic need to 
the greatest degree -  on the estates. And since in the first ha lf o f  the 16th century the system o f  great estates 
arose, writings that were to  serve the economic needs o f the great estate followed in the m iddle o f  the century. 
Developm ent in the second half o f  the 16th century transferred these writings from Latin to the native 
languages” (FUgedi 1955,203).
10 For a  more com plete presentation o f  the various political, m ilitary, religious, economic and cultural 
factors involved in the changing relationship between the Czech and Slovak lands and the increasing use o f 
Czech in Slovakia during the 14th-16th centuries see am ong others: Bokes 1943/44. M acûrek 1956, Pauliny 
1983, Varsik 1956c.
u  A more detailed picture o f  the geographical and chronological distribution o f  the texts can be  found in the 
tables and m aps in Appendix В at the back o f this work.
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G en era l geograph ica l a n d  chronological d is tr ib u tio n  o f  th e  co rp u s
MSlk WSIk CSlk ESlk Totals
1530-39 \ 2 14 4 2 32
1540-49 II 11 4 0 26
1550-59 0 8 4 6 18
1560-69 0 6 14 4 24
1570-79 0 7 11 5 23
1580-89 (+1590) 0 6 9 10* 25
1500s
(uncertain date)
0 0 0 4 4
Totals 23 52 46 31 152
"This figure ai so includes tw o texts from the early 1590s (see Appendix В fo r m ore specific information).
The upper chronological limit was set based on the availability o f  texts for the study. The 
intent in the selection o f the texts for the corpus was to have maximal geographical distribution 
within a minimal time span in the mid 16th century. As can be seen in the table, each dialect 
region and each decade is reasonably well-represented in the total figures. А рал from the 
distribution in MSlk where additional texts in the later decades might have presented a moie 
complete picture, the number o f texts and their distribution geographically and chronologically 
in each o f  the regions provide a  statistically adequate corpus for this investigation12.
Text type
In describing the corpus o f  the Histohcky slovnik slovens kého jazy ka (Historical 
Dictionary o f  the Slovak Language J, the editors define administrative-legal texts as follows: 
**Documents o f a legal nature (charters, articles, testaments, court records, town books, land 
registers, etc.), documents o f  an administrative nature (official letters, deeds, inventories, 
administrative registers, administrative instructions, etc.) and personal correspondence*1 (M ajtin 
1991,17). This definition was followed in assembling the textual corpus o f the present 
investigation. The corpus consists o f  city council records, court records, town book entries,
12 The disparities and gaps evident in the distribution o f  texts from region to  region w ithin a  given decade 
and from decade 10 decade within a  given region represent more a  lack o f  m aterial available for this 
investigation than a  historical break in actual production o f  written texts in any one region during any period 
under consideration.
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
statements from witnesses» official administrative correspondence, official oaths, testaments, 
personal administrative correspondence, personal/family records, and accounting records13.
Administrati ve •legal texts were chosen for this investigation in part for purely pragmatic 
reasons. Such texts represent the most numerous and readily available group o f Slavic texts 
from this territory during the period in question. It would have been impossible to assemble 
such an extensive corpus o f Slavic religious or belletristic texts from the 16th century Slovak 
language territory. Only administrative-legal texts present a sufficiently wide-ranging 
geographical distribution o f Slavic texts within the narrow time-frame required by this type of 
investigation.
The choice o f administrative-legal texts was also based on the fact that many o f  the different 
text types o f this genre fulfilled, by their very nature, interregional administrative or legal 
functions. Thus they logically present a possible source o f interdialectal linguistic development. 
In addition, the style and formal of many of these administrative-legal text types was relatively 
fixed (often based on older Czech and Latin models). Thus, if the establishment o f an 
uncodified Slovak interdialectal norm were to occur in early written works from the Slovak 
language territory, it would be likely that such an uncodified norm would be fixed in an already 
relatively standardized textual environment such as that presented by administrative-legal 
writings14.
O rthography
A phonological study such as this, that relies on a corpus o f written texts as its sole source 
o f  data, must take into account the orthographic system(s) o f the texts. This is especially 
important if the orthography o f the period when the corpus was written was not fully 
standardized. Such is the case in the Slovak language territory during the 16th century.
When the use o f  literary Czech spread as a means of written expression in the early 15th 
century in the Slovak lands, the use o f Czech orthography spread along with it. Czech 
orthographic practices were based on the Latin alphabet, adapted in various ways to represent 
Czech phonemes for which there were no Latin equivalents. These were chiefly the palatal 
consonants / Í , $ , i , f / :  and palatalized / d \  t \  n \  b \  p \  m \  v* /. The means o f  adaptation 
most common by the 15th century was the use o f what is often termed 1'compound 
orthography” {zloikovy pravopis) which employed digraphs to represent the Czech phonemes
For a גו  summary description o f  the contents o f  the individual texts, see Appendix В at the back o f  this 
work.
14 For more discussion on the use o f  » ich an administrative• legal corpus in this type o f  linguistic study see: 
Décsy 1956; Habov Sti aková 1968b; K rajiovtf l978 ;U fanov  1989; Pauliny 1956b. Usually the argumentation 
is  directly based on the immediate goals o f  the individual investigation and does not bear upon the overarching 
aim s o f  the present study.
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for which there were no Latin graphemes. Dćcsy (1953,354-55) gives the following sketch of 
the most commonly encountered Czech orthographic symbols for the palatal and palatalized 
consonants at the beginning o f the 15th century (the non-palatal sibilants have been included for 
comparison):
Early 15th c. Czech graphemes for palatal and palatalized consonants (Décsy 1953)
phoneme phoneme
с cz d* di, (dy)
6 cz V ti. (ty)
s s n' ni, (ny)
Š ss b' bi. (by)
z г P ׳ pi. (РУ)
I г m ’ mi, (ту )
Ì гг V־ w i, (wy)
The first “diacritic orthography” (diakriticky pravopis\ commonly attributed to Jan Hus in 
the early 15th century, was designed to replace the use o f digraphs in Czech orthography with a 
system of diacritic markings on certain o f the Latin graphemes. This orthographic practice did 
not spread as a system in the 15th-16th centuries, but it did exert some influence on the existing 
systems o f compound orthography, so that in the course o f the 15th century mixed systems 
developed employing both digraphs and diacritics in various combinations. Gebauer (1871, 
254-66) lists lhe following possible Czech orthographic representations for the palatals at the 
end o f the 15th century (again the non-palatal sibilants have been included for comparison)15:




s s. U (/s)




'י  Gebauer ' s data is based on a representative corpus of texts and is noi intended to be an exhaustive listing 
of all possible graphemes (see Gebauer 1871.9-10). It does, however, present a reasonable picture of the variety 
of possibilities available in the orthographic practice of the period.
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This was the orthographic situation (hat was maintained throughout the 16th century in both 
the Czech and Slovak lands16. Various mixed systems existed using combinations of single, 
digraphic and diacritic graphemes. For those Czech and Slovak phonemes for which there 
existed a  close Latin equivalent, there was often a one-to-one correspondence between phoneme 
and grapheme in the Cz/Slk systems. However, for those Czech and Slovak phonemes for 
which there was no Latin equivalent the situation was less clear. There often existed several 
graphemes to  represent a single phoneme. Inversely, it was often the case that a single 
grapheme could represent several phonemes (e.g., <cz> a  /  с / , /  č  /  ; <z> =  /  z / , /  ž /).
Authors o f  texts in the Slovak lands not only had the variety o f Czech graphemes at their 
disposal, but they also borrowed from the other orthographic traditions represented in the 
Slovak language territory (i.e.. German, Hungarian and Polish), thus adding to the lack of 
standardization inherited with the Czech systems. The situation was further complicated by the 
fact that there were certain specific Slovak phonemes for which even Czech orthography did 
not supply a grapheme (e.g., /  ä /, /  5 /  ). Czambel (1890) illustrates the orthographic situation 
o f the palatals (and non-paJatal sibilants) in 16th century documents from the Slovak lands as 
follows (the most frequently used symbol in Czambel’s corpus is listed first in each group 
followed by the other variants in random order)17:
16th c. g rap h em es to r  p a la ta l consonan ts in  tex ts  from  S lovak ia  (C zam bel 1990)
phoneme grapheme
с c z , с
2 c z . c ž , č , с 
s s , ss , sz
$ $ ,  ss , s , sz
z z
i  z , Ž , zi
3 à i  
i  dź  
f  TZ
16 “It is not unfounded to  suggest (hat various versions o f systems w ith compound graphem es, i.e. mixed 
system s, form ed during the period preceding the publication o f  the Kralická Bible, continued to  be preserved to 
a  significant degree in the 16th• 17th centuries in  both the Czech and Slovak lands, especially in  handw ritten  
docum ents" ( D t e y  1953,357).
17 Like G ebauer { 1871). Czambel (1890) derives his data from a limited, representative corpus o f  texts.
T hus his listing o f  graphem es, like G ebauer‘s. is  not a  complete register o f  a ll 16(h century orthographic 
possibilities, but only a  reasonable representation thereof. It should be noted that Czambel m entions the 
"Swabian** (Svahach, a  type o f  Gothic script) style variants o f  the sibilants: J , f  (= s); ) (=  z ). bu t does not 
give specific information regarding the frequency o f  their use o r their use with diacritics o r in diagraphs in 16th 
cenrnry Slovak texts. Hence these symbols have not been included in this table.
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This is, for the most part« the orthographic picture encountered in the corpus o f this 
investigation1 *. The lack o f  a standardized orthography and the multiple interpretations 
possible for a number of graphemes in the 16th century texts o f this study might be seen as 
problematic as regards the accuracy o f  a phonological investigation. Scholars have warned 
against an oversimplified o r uncritical phonological interpretation o f the spellings in early 
Slovak texts (see especially Porák 1982). A closer look at the orthographic representation of 
the specific phonological features under investigation here shows that the vacillations in 
orthography present only minor problems o f interpretation in a few instances.
The possibility o f representing /  ä /  as either <a> o r <e> could cause difficulty in 
distinguishing possible instances o f  a > à in CSlk from instances o f  a  > e in Cz. However,
because o f lhe restricted environment ( a > a  / soft labial__ in CSlk), there are only four
lexica) items attested in the CSlk corpus with the environment expected to produce the reflex 
/  ä  / , and they show near uniformity o f orthography for each lexical item: devątb -  one form 
with <a> ; p a m ętb -  all 9 forms have <e> ; p ç tb -  12 forms have < e > , 2 forms have <a> ; 
svç tb jb -  all 9  forms have <a> . Thus, this problem of orthography does not significantly 
affect the analysis here, especially when it is noted that the attested reflexes for these lexical 
items are nearly identical to those found in modem Czech. It is necessary to note that the 
development a > å  occurred in all environments in the Oravskÿ diaJect o f nCSlk and in 
e-sCSlk. However, only 7 o f the 46 CSlk texts are located in these tw o areas. Thus any 
problems in interpretation o f <a> and <e> in these few texts can be handled individually.
The use o f  the grapheme <cz> to indicate /  с / , /  č  / , or / 3  /  might initially cause
confusion when investigating the assibilations d > j f ___ j  ; d  >  j / ___ front vowel ;
t > с  /___ front vow el. The multiple use o f this grapheme does not pose any problems for the
present investigation. It is always etymological I у /lexically obvious whether voiced /  3 /  or 
voiceless /  с /  is being represented. In addition, in instances where it might be necessary to 
draw  the distinction between (Slk) d , t +  fron t vowel >  j , с (dental affricate) and 
(Pol) d , t +fron t vowel > $ , č  (palatalized alveolar affricate), the phonetic make-up o f the 
remainder o f the lexical item in which the digraph <cz> occurs or the further use o f the 
digraph in the remainder o f the text generally points to the more plausible interpretation.
Problems o f  a different type arise when factoring in the chronology o f orthographic 
changes. It has generally been observed that orthographic change (even when the orthography 
is not standardized) lags behind phonological change. Ib u s , what m ay appear orthographically 
to be an instance o f a specific phonological reflex may only be the archaic representation o f  a 
phone that has already undergone further change. Examples o f  this would be the Czech
lf A com plete table o f  (he vocalic and consonantal phonem es o f  Slovak and Czech listing (he m ost comm on 
graphem es encountered in the texts o f  this study is found in  Appendix A a t the back o f  (his work.
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phonological changes ó > цб > ù  ; 'é> { i>  i \  й  > ац >  ou  and their orthographic 
representations. It is commonly maintained that all three o f  these phonological developments 
had been completed in Czech by the end o f the 15th century, however investigations o f texts 
from the Czech lands from the 15th and 1 6th centuries indicate that the Czech orthographical 
changes <0> - >  <uo> - >  <u/ü> ; <e> - >  <ie> - >  <i> ; <u> - >  <au/ou> proceeded at a 
slower pace. Thus, at times it might be difficult to determine whether the spellings < u o > ,
< ie > , <u> in a 16th century text from the Slovak language territory are simply archaic 
spellings o f the Czech phonemes /  ú / / י   Í / , /  oy /  or whether they actually reflect the Slovak 
phonemes / y o / , / 1e / , / ú / .
Porák (1982,177-78) maintains that such difficulty in interpreting the phonological value of 
the grapheme <ie> presents problems in the analysis o f  texts from the Slovak lands from the 
first half o f the 16th century only. He states that by the second half o f the 16th century only the 
graphemes <ij> , < j > , and <i> are found in Cz texts, allowing for the interpretation o f <ie> 
as ,‘the influence o f the indigenous phonological system o f  the writer"19. This indicates that 
there should be few problems with the interpretation o f <ie> in a  corpus starting in the mid 
16th century, such as the one assembled here. In fact, the earlier texts o f  the present corpus 
from the 1530s and 1540s (where, according to Porák. difficulty in orthographic analysis might 
be anticipated) exhibit proportional I у few examples of the possibly ambiguous <ie> grapheme 
and a predominance o f the <!> grapheme. Thus the overall analysis o f  the phonological 
development 'é> 1é > (  in the corpus o f this investigation should not be greatly affected by the 
orthographic ambiguity.
The same is not tnie for the analysis o f ô  >  yó  >  й . In this case, Porák (1982, 182-84) 
maintains that not only did the grapheme <uo> remain in Czech orthographic use throughout 
the 16th century, but also <0> is commonly encountered in Czech texts from this period in 
environments where the final stage o f  the change ó > u ó > ú  is expected. Porák *s conclusions 
regarding texts from the Slovak language territory indicate that all three Czech graphemes 
representing /  ú /  ( <0> , < u o > , <u> ) are to be anticipated in the corpus under investigation
>9 ‘T h e  grapheme •if• in texts o f  Slovak origin from the first half o f  the 16th century can scarcely be 
interpreted as the influence o f  the indigenous language (as long as, o f  course, it does noi occur in a  text w ith a 
num ber o f  further Slovak tra its ) .. . .  The situation is different from the second half o f  the 16th century and in 
later periods, when in Czech, in both pnnted and handwritten documents, w e find only the graphemes •*)'•. •/* , 
o r •<* (length was never marked) and when the grapheme must be interpreted as (he influence o f  the 
indigenous phonological system  o f  the writer. Also, in (he first half o f  (he 16th century the situation would be 
different, i f  the text in question were written by a  Slovak writer not in Czech but in his native language; in 
addition, in  such a  text other Slovak trails would occur (phonological, morphological, lexical, and often 
narrowly dialectal traits, possibly also the influence o f  orthographic system s o f  o ther languages)" (Porák 1982
177).
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here20. The situation described by Porák for Czech texts toward the middle o f the 16th century 
is seen in  the MSIk corpus (which includes texts only from the 1530s and 1540s). The 
grapheme <0> is chiefly found **in instances when this •0- could correspond to the state [of 
occurrence o f the phoneme /  о  /1 in some Czech dialects, e.g., in the dative plural nominal 
ending •о т ” (1982,182). and the grapheme <uo> competes with <u> in all instances.
Thus in the MSIk corpus, the three attested graphemes could potentially al) represent simply the 
one phoneme /  ú / , and therefore neither <0> nor <uo> can be considered indicative o f 
dialect features present in the MSIk texts o f this investigation. Given this situation in the pre־ 
1550 MSIk corpus, a  more effective analysis o f the phonological change 6 > yó > û in the 
WSlk, CSlk and ESlk corpora might be obtained by examining only texts from the second half 
o f the 16th century, at which time (according to Porák (1982. 182)) the grapheme <0>  was 
only rarely used to represent /  ú / , and the use o f the grapheme <uo> to represent /  ú  /  was 
on the decline in Cz orthographic practice.
The analysis o f the phonological development û > au > оц and its orthographic 
representation <u> - >  <au/ou> in the corpus o f this investigation is slightly less problematic. 
Porák (1982,179-81) indicates that the grapheme <au> already prevails over <u> by the mid 
16th century in Czech printed documents (with the progress being slightly slower in 
handwritten documents). His conclusions concerning texts from the Slovak language territory 
indicate that, as with the interpretation of < ie > , special caution must be exercised in the 
interpretation o f the grapheme <u> only when examining texts from the first half o f  the 16th 
century21. Since, as noted above, the MSIk corpus in this study consists only o f p re-1550 
texts, it is there that problems in the interpretation o f <u> might be most anticipated. Indeed, 
the MSIk data show a somewhat random distribution o f both graphemes, <u> and < a u > , 
which, according to Porák, may simply reflect vacillation in orthographic practice. On the other
20 "The grapheme -o״ in texts of Slovak origin can thus only with difficulty be interpreted as a Slovak 
feature in the 15th century and the first half of the 16th century, because 1t conforms to Czech scribal and 
printing pr^tice, but чѵ in the second half of the 16th century and -uo-, -vo- from the 17th century onward ait 
already specifically Slovak; this is because at that time they already depan from Czech orthographic practice. 
Also involved here, it seems to me. is the fact that '6• (written and printed also -u-) is rather common and 
current in a number of texts of Slovak origin, so thal it is possible that (somewhat simply staled) this grapheme 
sometimes is used simply to denote that Slovak phoneme, for which the grapheme Ô was created at a much later 
time" (Porák 1982.182-83).
21 ,‘We can scarcely simply posit the forms wstupenl, klobuk, pawuk, rztlu noe, m n n u tt, zdwihnuti as 
Slovak— over against "Czech** kausiņ i in the above-mentioned dictionary of Gabriel Mizsćr from 1538 . . . .  
because a similar state [i.e.. the use of <u> alongside <au> to designate ац/оц ) also exists in contemporary 
printed documents of Czech origin. . . .  It would be necessary to evaluate in a similar fashion the state in 
some documents of Slovak origin from the first half of the 16th century, especially from Wes: Slovakia (as 
long as, of couree, they also show a small number of Slovak traits in other facets). For the second half of the 
16th century and for the following periods, however, the occurrence of *u* instead of •au• is evidence of the 
pronunciation of the writer” (Porák 1982,179).
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hand, the WSlk. CSlk and ES Ik corpora all show essentially onJy the grapheme <u> 22. Since 
the use o f  <u> to represent the final stages o f ú > a u > o y  was on the decline in Czech texts 
already by the mid 16th century, it is unlikely that such a high consistency in the use o f  <u> in 
these WSlk, CSlk and ESlk texts could be due simply to retention o f an archaic orthographic 
practice (especially in the later texts from 1550 to 1590). Thus, there would appear to be a high 
level o f dialect influence on this feature in these texts, and orthographic ambiguity should not 
greatly affect the overall analysis o f the development й > ац > oy  in the corpus o f this 
investigation (excluding perhaps in MSlk).
u  The frequency level o f the appearance o f  <au/ou> in each o f  these three corpora remains around 10% 
whether considering only pfe-1550 texts, only post-1550 texts, o r all texts in the corpus.
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C H A PTER  III: INTRODUCTION T O  TH E PH O N O LO G IC A L IN V ESTIG A TIO N
The next senes o f 5 chapters investigates selected phonological features o f the corpus. The 
investigation concentrates on a  number o f  phonological processes that operated throughout the 
region o r in portions o f it, and examines the nature and distribution o f the reflexes resulting 
from these processes. Each o f the phonological developments under investigation was chosen 
based on several criteria: ( 1) it produced at least two different reflexes (both innovations and 
archaisms) distributed among the different dialect groups; (2) it had reached its end-stage in Cz» 
Slk and Pol by the time period in question (the mid 16th century); (3) its reflexes are readily 
distinguishable in the orthographical practices o f the period. The phonological processes 
investigated in this study are as follows:
Phonologic*! developm ent* investigated  in th e  p resen t s tudy
vocalic:
1) vocalization o f strong ъ  and ь
2) development o f syllabic r  and /  (and related СгъС  and С ІъС )
3) fronting and raising o f long and short á . a  / С __ C \  C ’__ #
4) fronting o f long and short û . и / С '
5) diphthongization o f long ô and 'i
6) diphthongization o f long û ! С*__
consonantal:
7) assibilation o f d ì  , /
8) assibilation o f d , t /, è  (i.e.. all front vowels)
9) palatalization of r f  ë , i \  e , ь , ą t j  (i.e., all front vowels and j )
What follows fírst are general sketches o f the 16th century distribution patterns o f  the 
reflexes for each o f the phonological processes outlined above. These sketches are based on 
historical reconstructions and the contemporary dialect picture and are meant to give ал idea o f 
the reflexes that might be expected in the 16th century in the geographical areas covered by the 
corpus. The reflexes are presented for each o f the Slovak dialect divisions as well as for 
literary Czech and literary Polish. Each sketch contains a genera) discussion o f  the 16th century 
reflexes and their distribution patterns, as well as a discussion o f the relative diagnostic value of 
the reflexes for the present investigation. This general discussion is followed by a  more 
detailed table o f the reflexes including modem dialectal examples illustrating each o f the 16th
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century reflexes presented1. The discussions and tables present only a generalized outline of 
the reflexes and their distribution and are not intended as an exhaustive presentation o f  the 
historical phonology o f  Slovak. Czech o r Polish. Further details are presented in notes 
following each table when such additional information is considered necessary for this study. 
A map illustrating the geographical distribution o f the reflexes outlined in the tables also 
accompanies each sketch. Again, the maps are intended to give only a  general picture o f  the 
16th century distribution o f reflexes. A more detailed geographical presentation o f  present-day 
microdialectal variation is available in Stoic, et a]. 1968a, 1968b. The phonological 
developments are discussed according to a rough relative chronology as well as according to 
convenience o f presentation. It is immediately apparent that a true relative chronological 
ordering could not be carried out here because each development is considered in all o f the 
regions, and the timing and duration o f  the processes in some cases differs from region to 
region.
1 The sources used to compile the reflex panem  sketches presented here are: Bartoš 1886, 1895,1906; 
Bēlič 1954; Buffa 1978.1981; C ufín, e t al. 1977; Dostál 1967; G ebauer 1958, I9 6 0 .1963: Greenberg 1988; 
Habov$tiak 1965; Havránek 1934; Kál&l and KáJal 1923; Klemensiewicz. Lehr •S pta wińsk t ,  Urbańczyk 1981; 
K om śjek 1962; Krajćovi£ 196Ib, 1963,1975, 1988; Kuraszkiewicz 1981; Lamprechi. S losar. Bauer 1986; 
Lehr-Splawiński and Stieber 1957; Orlovsky 1975; Pauliny 1951. 1963. 1990; Ripka 1975; Stanislav 1932, 
1967a, 1967b; Stieber 1973; Stnnyński 1991; Stole 1978, 1981; S tole, e t al. 1968a, 1968b: Trávníeek 1926; 
V àinÿ  1934.1964. The dala for the m odem  dialect exam ples are also derived from these sources.
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I)  vocalization o f  s tro n g  ъ  a n d  *
This section examines the reflexes from the development o f  strong jere into fall vowels. 
Only the CSlk and ESlk reflexes from ъ , ь  show significant differences in vocalic quality 
from the exclusive e reflex found elsewhere. An о  reflex is present alongside e in both 
CSlk and ESlk» however the distribution o f  this о  reflex is not identical for both areas. 
Differences in the distribution o f the о  reflex within the respective CSlk and ESlk regions also 
partially delineate nCSlk from  sCSlk and wESIk from eESlk. Thus, an 0 reflex attested in the 
texts o f  this investigation would be a  marked Slk feature ־  specifically CSlk/ESlk, with 
narrower regional determination possible depending on the lexical items in which it occurs. 
CSlk also exhibits a distinctive a  reflex, the presence o f which in a  text would clearly indicate 
CSlk phonological influence. The only other difference among the regions is the retention of 
softness before e < ь  in some areas, however this is not relevant for this discussion and will
be dealt with in section 9) assibilation o f d  %t  /__ è  (i.e., all front vowels). The
distribution o f  the reflexes resulting from je r vocalization can be summarized as follows (the 
left-hand column shows e-vowel reflexes, the right-hand column -  non-* reflexes)2:
2 As mentioned previously, (he reflexes listed in the tables, notes and maps of this chapter represent the 16th 
century stage of phonological development. Further developments that have altered this 16th century 
distribution are at times mentioned in the tables and notes but are generally not presented. Because only 
phonological processes thal had reached a fairly stable end• stage by the 16th century were chosen for this 
investigation, the general dialect picture presented by these tables and maps often resembles the general modem 
Slovak dialect picture. The examples used to illustrate the reflexes are. of course, modem dialect examples. 
These examples have been given in a phonemic transcription that reflects the underlying morphological structure 
and therefore does not reflect phonological changes resulting from such processes as word-final de voicing or 
voice assimilation (e.g., the standard Slk lexeme taiky (N sg. m. adj. *heavy') is transcribed as taļki 
(< tçíbhjb ) not! falki (with regressive voice assimilation i  ->  І  / к ).
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This section examines the reflexes not only from original syllabic ļ  and /  (< СъгС  and 
СъІС  )3 but also from the related sequences СгъС  and СІъС (ъ  *  either je r here and in the 
discussion that follows). The inclusion o f the liquid*je r  sequences in the discussion o f the 
syllabic liquids is necessitated by the interrelation o f the tw o features in their development in 
certain of the dialect areas. The distribution o f these reflexes is the most variegated o f any 
under investigation here and cannot easily be summarized according to larger geographical 
patterns.
It can be noted that ESlk and Pol. in contradistinction to the other areas, lost syllabic liquids 
entirely, resolving original f  and /  along with СгъС  and С /ъ С , into liquid+vowel or 
vowel+liquid combinations in aU instances (except Pol r $ , which produced лол-syUabic 
r , i , / ). Hence, a text displaying no instances o f syllabic liquids would indicate ESlk o r Pol 
phonological influence, with the quality o f the vowels in the Vr I r V , VI / /V combinations and 
certain instances o f palatalized liquids at times distinguishing Pol from ESlk. On the other 
hand, WSlk (except w-sWSlk) and CSlk for the most part retained the original syllabic liquids 
while reducing the liquid+jer sequences to syllabic liquids as well (with substantial /  >  (l)u 
and /ъ  > /  > <l)u in nWSIk). Thus, a text with exclusively syllabic liquids would indicate the 
influence o f the WSlk o r CSlk phonological system, with subtle reflex differences in specific 
phonological environments and instances o f  /  >  <l)u distinguishing WSlk from CSlk. FinaUy, 
Cz, MSlk and w-sWSlk exhibit similarities in the development o f  f , /  and С гъС  t ClbC . In 
these areas, a  tendency to retain the original syUabic liquids (with substantial /  >  (l)u), while 
developing the liquid+jer sequences according to normal panems o f  je r  vocalization and loss 
(with l ļ > ļ >  <l)u in M Slk, w-sWSlk), produced a  distribution o f both f , /  and r V , IV 
reflexes. A text exhibiting both syllabic liquid and CV reflexes would require further analysis 
on the basis o f the distribution o f the two reflex types in order to determine whether the reflexes 
follow the pattem o f  Cz, MSlk o r w-sWSlk, o r whether they present evidence o f two 
competing phonological systems creating a  different or random pattern. Because the detailed 
patterns are quite complex, the distribution o f  the reflexes from these developments is first
3 The syllabic liquids referred to  in (his study as "original syllabic f  developed in Wes( Slavic from (he ״* ) . 
Prologs lav ic sequences С ъ г С . С ъ І С  (2 «  either jer). There is  some debate as to  w hether f , f  were ever 
present in the Lekhiiic branch o f  Wes( Slavic (which includes Polish). Som e scholars (see, fo r example.
Carlton 1991, 151-52) m aintain that the Proto-Slavic sequences С ъ гС  . С ъ /С  developed directly into 
C V rC  , CVIC  sequences in L ekhitk , without passing through ал intermediate C fC  , C /C  stage. However, 
this debate has no bearing on the present discussion, as this study focuses on (he 16th century reflexes o f  the 
РпЯо-Slavic sequences С ъ г С , С ъ іС  (after (he C ļC  . C fC  stage had undergone further development). 
Therefore, in  keeping wiih Polish linguistic tradition and fo r ease o f  presentation, the syllabic liquid nocauon 
f  , /  has been used throughout this work for all etym ologies, including Polish. The original Proto-Slavic 
sequences je r  * liquid  can be reconstructed from the forms cited here by noting the following correspondences 
in notation: f  < 1 r . ( <  ъ і  and f ' <  ы  , / ״ < * / .
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summarized below according to the generalized groupings outlined above (this same 
generalized pattern is also presented on the reflex maps). The detailed distribution is then laid 
out in the reflex tables that follow (in the detailed tables, the left-hand column shows syllabic 
liquid reflexes, the right-hand column -  reflexes other than syllabic liquids):
Generalued groupings of reflex patterns for /*, /  (and related C nC  > CfbC)
r > r
r*  > rV ; fV (in seMSlk, w-sWSIk only rV  ) 
r> > j  ; f  (in seMSIk, w-sWSIk only f  )
Cz, MSIk, w-sWSlk
r > r
r * > f
П? > f
W Slk (not w-sWSlk), CSlk
f >  Vr 
r> >  rV 
r * >  Vr
ESlk
r > V r ;  Vž
r*  > rV ; ŽV
r> > r ; ž (non-syllabic)
Pol
ļ >  lu ; и ; ļ (in Cz only l u ; { )  
l> M V
ł > > lu ; u (MSIk, w -sW Slk); |  (Cz)
Cz, MSIk, w-sWSlk
I > 1  
l> >1 
1> > l
sWSIk (not w-sWSlk), CSlk
ļ >  lu ; u : 1 
l> > !u ; u 
l> > lu ; u
nWSlk
< ן  IV ; VI 
l> > IV 
l-fc > IV ; VI
ESlk
ļ >  łV ; VI ; VI
l> > IV ; IV
1̂  > 1 ; 1 (поп-syl labie)
Pol
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3) fro n tin g  an d  ra ising  o f  long an d  sh o rt i  ya / C 9__ C \  C 9__ #
This section examines the reflexes from the process o f fronting and raising o f the low 
centra] vowel between soft consonants and in word• final position following a  soft consonant. 
This process was carried out consistently in Cz, but was more restricted in MSIk and w״sWSlk, 
and is only sporadically present in the remainder o f Slk and Pol. The MSIk and w-sWSIk 
regions appear to be transitional between consistent fronting and raising (á > i  ; a > e) in Cz 
and complete lack o f  it in much o f  Slk and Pol. wMSlk (closest geographically to Cz) exhibits 
fronting and raising in almost all environments, while the rest o f MSIk shows slighdy more 
restrictions (especially á , a in word-final position), and w-sW Slk. although resembling MSIk 
in most instances o f  long á > ( has almost no fronting and raising o י f short a . Consistent 
fronting and raising o f  long á is also found in с -sCSlk and е-sCSlk. however there it 
produced eļ and ä  reflexes respectively. Finally, CSlk exhibits short
a >  å  (>  e) ! labial__ and ESlk shows short a > e when a < C*aC , ę , but in both areas all
other environments retained short a .
Thus the textual presence o f long o r short a reflexes in palatal environments would be a 
marking o f Slk o r Pol phonological influence. Exclusive long and short a  reflexes would 
clearly indicate WSlk (except w-sWSlk) o r Pol, while the presence o f  fronted and raised 
reflexes alongside a  reflexes would possibly allow for a narrower delineation within the 
remainder o f  Slk, depending on the type and distribution o f the fronted and raised reflexes. A 
distribution o f the two reflex types that did not reflect that o f one o f the Slk regions would 
present evidence o f  two competing phonological systems creating a different or random pattem. 
Consistent fronted and raised reflexes from both long å  and short a in all positions would 
indicate the influence o f the Cz phonological system. It should be noted that the 
diphthongization that occurred with á > ia in parts o f nWSIk and CSlk (and with certain 
a  >  ja  in specific phonetic environments in other Slk dialects) is not taken into account here, 
since the central issue in this section is the vocalic quality o f  the reflexes. The distribution o f 
the reflexes from these developments is listed in the following tables (in both tables, the right• 
hand column shows the various fronted and raised reflexes):
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4) fron ting  o f long and  sho rt </, и/С *__
This section examines the reflexes from the fronting o f  the long and shoit high back vowels 
following a  soft consonant. This was primarily a Cz process, although a later separate 
development produced essentially the same results in c*sCSlk. It also occured on a  restricted 
basis in MSlk, where it is found consistently in A sg. and 1 sg. soft-stem adj. endings and 
sporadically in some nominal stems. MSlk again appears to be transitional between Cz with 
consistent и > i and most o f Slk and Pol with complete lack o f this change. w-sWSlk also 
shows ú >  f  in A sg. and I sg. soft-stem adj. endings, but this is considered to be the result o f 
morphological developments and not the results o f a  phonological process like that in Cz and 
MSlk (see Pauliny 1963.247).
Thus a text exhibiting exclusively an i reflex would be marked as Cz (or perhaps 
c-sWSlk), while the presence o f и reflexes would clearly indicate Slk or Pol phonological 
influence. A  text exhibiting both и and / would have to be further analyzed on the basis o f 
distribution o f the two reflexes to determine whether it reflected MSlk (or possibly w-sWStk) 
distributions o r other patterns resulting from competing phonological systems. However, a text 
showing exclusively an и reflex would be clearly marked as Slk o r Pol. Because long й and 
short и followed similar developments, they are represented in the following table and map by 
a single symbol “ и "  for conciseness o f  presentation. Likewise the single symbol “ i " 
represents both long ( and short ; in the table and accompanying map. The distribution o f  the 
reflexes from this development is as follows (the right-hand column shows the fronted reflex):
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5) diphthongization o f long 6 and  *6
This section examines the reflexes from the development o f the long mid vowels 6 and 'ë 
(i.e., é  following a soft consonant). The two vowels are discussed together here because o f  the 
common tendencies in their development in most o f  the regions. The general process o f 
diphthongization (ó>  y o , 'ë >je)  was carried out in all o f the areas in question with the 
exception o f Pol and the 6 in parts o f sWSIk. It is in the further development o f the 
diphthongs that the individual dialect areas became differentiated from one another. The 
easternmost and westernmost regions (including Cz) underwent monophthongization, while the 
central dialect areas either retained the diphthongs o r change them to CV  sequences, where the 
С  reflects a natural development o f the initial semi-vowel o f the diphthong: ц >  v , j  > j . The 
process o f monophthongization generally involved raising o f  the vowel (> и . i ). In those 
instances where the diphthong developed into a monophthong reflex without raising (> о . e )t 
the reflex is the result o f the absorption o f  the semi• vowel portion o f  the diphthong by the 
preceding consonant (labial+и , palatal sonant+i ) without a change in the quality o f  the 
following vowel.
Thus there are three basic reflex types that might serve to differentiate among the dialect 
influences in the texts under investigation: 1) monophthong, raised и , / ; 2) monophthong, 
non• raised о , e , (also a  in Pol) ; 3) diphthong and CV  sequences yo  . vo י j e , j e . (The 
diphthong and CV  reflexes are grouped together for the purposes o f  textual analysis because of 
difficulties in interpretation due to 16th century orthographic practices where both /  и /  and /  v /  
could be represented by <  и , v , w >, and both /  i /  and /  j  /  could be represented by 
<  i י У * j  > ') The presence o f и and / reflexes in a text would indicate phonological influence 
from the western o r eastern regions: и =  Cz, MSIk (except seMSlk), w-sW Slk, n-wESlk. 
eESlk, Pol; 1 -  Cz, MSIk (except seM Slk), w־, c־, е-sWSIk, п-wESIk, eESlk. Diphthong and 
CV  reflexes attested from 6 and ׳ë  (a marked Slk feature) would indicate phonological 
influence from the central regions: u o , vo = seM Slk, nWSIk, CSlk. s-wESlk; 
je  y je  = seM Slk, ne־sWSIk. nWSIk, CSlk, s-wESlk. The поп-raised, monophthong 0 and e 
reflexes have geographically more restricted distributions. Attestation o f these reflexes in a  text 
would help to determine more narrowly the source o f  phonological influence within the 
west/east and central regions, depending on the phonological environments in which they were 
attested. Presence o f the monophthong a  reflex would clearly indicate Pol (or possibly 
marginal e-sCSlk) influence. The distribution o f the reflexes from these developments is listed 
in the following tables (in both tables, the left-hand column shows diphthong, CV, or 
monophthong поп-raised reflexes (non-u , -i ), the right-hand column shows monophthong 
raised reflexes (и , \ ):
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notes on distribution and redistribution of 6 י pé reflexes:
a) It is possible that the final stages of developm
ent. $6 >
 и ; [é >
 ( in sW
SIk and цо >
 и ; je >
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(‘health’)
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6) d iph thongization  o f  long ú  / С*__
This section examines the reflexes from the diphthongization o f the long high back vowel 
foUowing a hard consonant (cf. fronting o f this vowel following a soft consonant described in 
section 4  above). Also included here aie instances o f the long high back vowel in word-initial 
position. This was primarily a  Cz process, but did occur in the westernmost portion o f MSIk 
as well. The occurrence o f  û > оц (> и) in the wMSlk area again illustrates the position of 
wMSlk as a  transitional dialect between the Cz dialects with oy  to the west and the Slk dialects 
with и to the east (cf. especially section 3) fronting and raising o f long and short
å  , a ! C'__ C \  C'__ # .  also section 4) fronting o f long and short û . и / C '__ regarding the
transitional nature o f the MSIk dialect region). Hence, an oy  reflex attested in the texts o f this 
investigation would clearly indicate Cz (or possibly wMSlk) phonological influence, while an 
и reflex would be a clear marker of Slk or Pol influence.
Because this phonological process did not result in a distribution o f several different 
reflexes among the various Slk dialect regions, its inclusion in this study was not based on its 
value as a means o f determining the extent o f regional phonological influence in the formation 
o f interdialectal norms. It has been included here because o f the clean isogloss that it draws 
between Cz and Slk (except wMSlk). Such a  clean division allows for the determination o f the 
degree o f Slk versus Cz phonological influence present in the texts under investigation. In 
addition, because there is a  single reflex for all o f the Slk regions, the relative degree o f Slk 
influence in the texts can be measured comparatively from regiem to region. The fact that the 
Pol reflex is identical to the Slk reflex should have little effect on this analysis since the 
instances o f  Pol « >  и are limited to the original oral vowel * u , and the majority o f the 
attested instances o f ú in the texts derive from the original nasal vowel *q (which in Pol 
developed further as a nasal vowel). The distribution o f the reflexes from this development can 
be summarized as follows (the right-hand column shows the diphthong reflexes):
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z literary language, as a m
ie, show
s no diphthongization of long û in w
ord-initial position (although such w
ord-
initial diphthongization of long й is present dialectally). K
om
árek (1962,166) attributes this lack of diphthongization in the 
literary language to the influence of identical form
s w
ith short u- that frequently co-existed alongside the form
s in long 1Í- : 
údoti / udotí ; útery / utery ; únor / unor ; ústa / usta ; etc.
b) In the regions of w
M
Slk that show
 ou (< 1Í
, 4 ) there are also som
















Slk, the ending ■ojQ in the I sg. of fem





the rest of Slk. A
ccording to Pauliny (1963,97-100; 1990,64) and V
àinÿ (1964,114) the developm









 dobroti - i.e., first denasalizalion, then loss of jot (but no contraction); 
w
hile in C
z and the rest of Slk the developm
ent w
as: 





 i.e., loss of jot 
(w
ith contraction), then denasalization. T
hus, in C
Slk there never w
as a long й in this position. Instead there existed from
 early 









Slk, this ou underw
ent the sam
e further developm
ent as 014 
from
 other sources: 
*dobrojq >
 dobrou > dobrô.
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7) assib ila tion  o f  d  / __ j
This section examines the reflexes from the Proto-Slavic “jot palatalization" o f  the voiced 
dental stop. This process produced two reflexes, the fricative z  and the affricate j , in the 
regions under investigation. The isogloss dividing these two reflexes runs roughly along the 
border separating MSIk and WSlk, although the line is not sharp since sMSlk and seMSlk 
exhibit some instances o f j  alongside the majority reflex 2 . while w-sW Slk shows instances 
o f  2 alongside the more frequent j .
Thus, a text exhibiting exclusively a 2 reflex would be marked as Cz o r MSIk (except 
sM Slk and seM Slk), while the presence o f  j  reflexes would clearly indicate other Slk or Pol 
phonological influence. A text exhibiting both z and ļ  would require further analysis on the 
basis o f  the distribution o f the two reflexes to determine whether it reflected sMSlk, seMSlk, or 
w-sW Slk distributions o r other patterns resulting from competing phonological systems. 
However, a  text showing exclusively a $  reflex would be clearly marked as Slk (except 
sM Slk, seMSlk, w-sWSlk) or Pol. The distribution o f the reflexes from this development is 
listed below (the left-hand column shows the affricate reflex, the right-hand column -  the 
fricative reflex):
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SIk. since different lexical item
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geographical distributions of 2 vs. j
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Slk (particularly in eE
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8) assib ila tion  o f d , / / __á ,  i ,  e , ь , f  (i״e M all fro n t vowels)
This section examines the reflexes resulting from the effects o f front vowels on preceding 
dental stops (both voiced and unvoiced). In some o f  the regions, two different reflexes arose in 
complementary distribution conditioned by the specific front vowel(s) involved in the process. 
In other regions all front vowels produced the same reflex. Hence the pattem of distribution o f 
these reflexes is rather uneven and cannot easily be described in terms o f larger geographical 
groupings o f individual regions4.
It can be noted that nWSIk, ESlk and Pol show consistent assibilation before all front 
vowels, though differing in the final phonetic nature o f the reflexes (dental affricates j  » с in 
nWSik and ESlk vs. palatalized alveolar affricates ļ , ć in Pol). Thus a text showing 
exclusively assibilated reflexes before all front vowels would be clearly marked as nWSik,
ESlk or Pol, with the difference in the phonetic nature o f the affricates (in so far as this is 
discernible in the textual orthography) distinguishing the Slk dialects from Pol. On the other 
hand, Cz, MSlk, е-sWSIk and CSlk exhibit no assibilated reflexes before any front vowel. 
Hence, a text displaying no instances o f assibilation would indicate the influence o f the Cz, 
MSlk, е -sWSIk o r CSlk phonological systems. The remaining sWSIk dialect areas show two 
patterns o f  complementary distribution o f both assibilated and non-assibilated reflexes, with 
neither area showing assibilation before e or ь . A  text exhibiting both assibilated and non• 
assibilated reflexes would require further analysis on the basis o f  the distribution o f the two 
reflexes in order to determine whether the reflexes follow the complementary pattem o f  w-, c-, 
or ne-sWSlk, o r whether they present evidence o f two competing phonological systems 
creating a different or random pattem. The distribution o f the reflexes from the development of 
the sequence d , t+front vowel is listed below. Because o f the similarities in their development 
in each o f the regions, d  and t have been included together in a single table (the left-hand 
column shows non-assibilated reflexes, the right-hand column -  assibilated reflexes):
4 Although the  palatalized reflexes <f . t  have been listed in the reflex table following this discussion, the
issue o f  the softness o f  d  and t  in this environment will not be addressed here, the only concern o f  this 
section being the presence o r absence o f assibilation. The softness o f  consonants was not consistently marked 
in the texts o f  this period. U would therefore be difficult to  determine accurately the extent to which the 
presence o r absence o f softness in any given text was due to  phonological changes o r sim ply to  inadequacies o f 
orthography.
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9) palatalization  o f  r / __ i 9 i , e > h > ę t j  (Le., all fro n t vowels and  j )
This section examines the reflexes from the softening o f r  when followed by a front vowel 
or jot. Cz and MSlk (except seMSIk) in the west, along with Pol in the east, show a palatal 
consonant f  (>  £ in Pol) in this position, while the seMSIk, WSlk, CSlk and ESlk dialect 
areas exhibit a hardened r  as the reflex. Thus, a palatal r  f  i  reflex attested in the texts o f this 
investigation would clearly indicate Cz, MSlk or Pol phonological influence, while a hard r  
reflex would be a clear marker o f WSlk, CSlk, or ESlk influence. The distribution o f the 
reflexes from this palatalization process is as follows (the right-hand column shows the 
softened reflexes):
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A s the purpose o f this study is to attempt to determine whether distinct panem s o f 
regionally varied interdialectal norm development can be discerned in the written language of 
16th century Slovakia« the analysis o f  the phonological data will be presented within the 
framework o f the m ajor dialect regions o f MSlk. WSlk, CSlk and ESlk. The entire set o f  9 
phonological processes will be investigated for each major dialect region before moving on to 
the next regiem. This type o f incremental geographical analysis o f the entire set o f features 
should reveal any developing interdialectal norms more accurately than a feature by feature 
analysis o f the entire Slk territory. By investigating the entire set o f processes for a single 
region, any similarities in the reflexes o f the individual texts will first become apparent in a 
smaller, regional context It will be possible to determine the extent o f individual or regional 
dialect influence on the phonology o f the texts and the degree to which these individual or 
regional dialect influences are responsible for any consistent reflex patterning detected in the 
texts. (For example, is there evidence for the development o f a smaller sWSIk interdialectal 
norm, o r for a larger WSlk norm? To which dialect influences does the sWSIk or WSlk 
interdialectal norm owe its consistent phonological patterns?) Then the regional patterns o f 
reflexes can be compared for possible interregional consistency. As the texts are analyzed in 
successively larger dialect groupings, from individual to  regional to interregional, it will become 
possible to determine the scope of consistency in usage. If instances o f  interregional 
consistency are found, it should also be possible to determine to which regional interdialectal 
norm the interregional pattem can be ascribed (For example, is there evidence for the use o f a 
W Slk interdi alec tal norm in the CSlk region?). The analysis will begin with the MSlk texts and 
will continue in a  west ~> east geographical order through WSlk. CSlk and ESlk.
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C H A P T E R  IV; IN V ESTIG A TIO N  O F  T H E  M O R A V IA N  SLO V A K  CO R PU S 
A nalysis o f  th e  tex tu a l d a ta
1) vocalization o f  s tro n g  ъ  an d  ь  (103 fo rm s( ь  and ь  together))
T he analysis in this section considers je r vocalization in roots, prefixes and suffixes, buí 
does not take into account nominal desinences1. Analogical leveling and paradigmatic shifts 
often obscured the original distribution of je r reflexes in such desinences, thus rendering them 
ambiguous for the purposes o f tracing phonological development.
The data collected for this development show, with only one deviation, the expected 
developments o f  ъ  >  e and ь>  ‘e  > e .
Exemples: (<  ь) <nadepsany>2 , <pa!ek>, <przede>
(< ь  ) <den>, <konecz>, <spravedlivie>
The one deviation is the preposition къ>  h i t which is found in this form three times 
throughout the MSlk territory. However, kb  > ku occurred throughout the entire area o f  this 
investigation and exists to this day in the standard Slk, Cz and Pol literary languages. It 
therefore has no bearing on this investigation.
2) developm ent o f syllabic f a n d  /  (and  related  С гъ С  an d  C tb C )
(76 /•-forms, 22 /׳ forms)
a) syllabic /״ (and  re la ted  С гъ С )
The textually attested reflexes o f syllabic f , СгъС  exhibit almost complete agreement with 
the expected MSlk patterns o f f  >  f  and r ļ >  r e . >  r 0 >  ç .
E um pks: (< <cztvrtek>, <drzeti>, <nayprv>, <smrti>, <svrchu> (׳} 
(< гъ) <opatmym>, <opatmoste[mj>, <oppatmy> (The only instances 
o f СгъС  available in the MSlk texts are forms from  *opatrļn - .)
1 Nom inal desinences that included scrong jers are the following (cited in their Proto-Slavic form s based on 
Klemensiewicz. Lehr-Spławiński, Urbańczyk 1981.266-311; Pauliny 1990,28-32; V à in ÿ  1964,21-95):
1 sg. т .  &  n . o f  all stem  classes (except <2//0 -stems): •ъть /  • ь т ь  
D & L pl. т .  &  f. «•stems: •ьт ъ  (D) and •ьхъ  (L)
D  & L  pl. m ., f. &  n. C  •stems: -ьт ъ  (D) and ■ьхъ (L)
2 Com plete grammatical, lexical, etymological and referential information for each  o f  the textual examples 
cited in this and the following three chapters can be found in the "Index o f  cited form s”  and the ,,G lossary" at 
the back o f  th is  work. It should be noted that the exam ples throughout this work a re  cited exactly as they 
appear in the text editions that were used for this investigation (see Appendix D for d ie  secondary source o f each 
o f  the texts o f  the corpus). It should also be noted here that personal names (both g iven  names and surnames, 
and their derivatives) and city names (and their derivatives) were not included am ong the data collected for this 
investigation.
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There are only two exceptions to the expected reflexes: <teprova> (< *־p p  Uh. В rod) (־׳
153I); <сгуткѵу> (< *cr’k•) (Veseli п. Мог. 1549а) (however, lhe contemporary Slk and Cz 
forms are also cirkev I cfrkev ).
b) syllabic /  (and re la ted  C tb C )
The development o f /  is expected to produce a regionally varied distribution o f  / , lu , и 
reflexes in MSIk, but the pattern attested in the texts is consistent for the entire territory and is 
more like that expected for Cz than for MSIk. As in Cz, the reflexes here show:
f  > {I labial :
Exam ple«: <naplnite>* <plnu>
l>  lu elsewhere:
Exam ples: <dluh>, <dluzen>, <mluviti>, <nadluze>. <smluva>
The only clear example o f СІъС  in this section follows the development expected for both 
Cz and MSIk C/$C >  C/C : <dobromysl[nJe> (Veself n. Mor. 1549b).
3) fron ting  and  ra ising  o f  long an d  sh o rt à , а / С 9 C \  С 9 #
( 112 long d-forms, 129 short j -forms)
a) long à
In the investigation o f the textual reflexes in this section, long á  from contraction in soft- 
stem adjectival desinences is not considered3. The influence o f morphological and paradigmatic 
factors on the development o f adjectival paradigms usually affected the expected phonological 
development to  such a degree that the discussion o f the development o f  such desinences is 
better left to morphological analysis. Such is the case here.
The most common sources o f long å in the MSIk texts are:
a) contraction in the G  sg., N pi. and A pi. endings o f neuter nouns in *־bje ,
e.g., *sbdorvbja (same form for all three cases)
b) contraction o f *-ь/о- in certain noun and verb stems, e.g.. *prbjateljb , *prbjati
c) long 4 in certain stems, e.g., *penądzb, *vçtje
d) long 4 PrAP forms o f i-stem verbs (and deverbal ad j’s, based on PrAP forms).
e.g., *prosąci (N sg. f. PrAP), *prosące (N pi. m . PrAP)
Long á in a  soft environment is expected to produce a  fronted and raised reflex å > é > i 
in all instances in MSIk, except for word-final 4 >  á > á .
3 á from contraction occurred in the following soft-stem adj. desinences (exam ples are cited in their non* 
contracted Proto-Slavic forms based on  Klemensiewicz, Lehr-Spławiri&ki. Urbańczyk )981.327-8; Pauliny 
1990, 117; V i ï n f  1964, 112-5):
N sg. f. péktja (s *walking, foot-')
N/A pl. n. píSaja
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The textually attested reflexes for the neuter поил forms ending in *-b ja , are in agreement 
with those expected for MSlk. They illustrate without exception the narrowing and raising 
*-bja > -á > - i  > - Í . The single slight deviation appears to illustrate the inteimediate stage 
with - é , which is not surprising since the spelling <ie> in this position was in use until the 
m id 16th century in Cz orthography.
Examples: <pom cženi> (G sg.). <psany> (G sg.), <Zdravy> (G sg.) 
except. <Zdravye> (G  sg.) (Uh. Brod 1547)
The data for word• internal *׳ bja- consist entirely o f  forms derived from the root *prbja- .
Gebauer asserts (1963,99-100) that in the suffix o f the noun *prbjateljb the I is soft only 
in the singular (< *-telj•), while in the plural it is hard (< *-tel-). Further, it is proposed (see, 
for example. Lamprecht, Šlosar, Bauer 19S6.60) that in Cz dispalatalization o f С  occurred in 
the combination C eC  '  where С * was a hard dental. Hence in the singular form o f  the suffix 
(<*’tel-j‘) the t would remain soft because o f the soft /  following the e , while in the plural 
form (< *-tel-) the t would become hard because o f the following hard / . Therefore the 
fronting and raising *bja > á > é > I would be expected in Cz only in those forms that 
preserved the softness o f the t -  i.e., all forms o f the singular, those forms o f the plural that 
had endings beginning with a softening vowel (N/V and L), derivatives (which according to 
Gebauer, loc. cit., always had soft *-teV-).
Contrary to the developments outlined above, the data from the texts consistently exhibit the 
development *prbja- > pra- in all plural forms o f  the noun *prbjateljb (no instances o f the 
sg. are attested) and in the various derivations from this stem such as *prbjateljbstvof-bstvije 
and *prbjateljbskbjb.
Examples: <przatele> (N pl.), <przatele> (V pl.), <przatel> (G pl.),
<pr2atelom > (D pL), <przately> (І pl.), <przatelstvi>, <przatelsky>
The infinitive *prbjan and the pi. form o f  its 1-pait. *prbjali constitute another source o f 
possible *-bja- > á > é > l  in the root *prbja- .  There are no examples in the texts o f the 
infinitive, but all examples o f  the pi. 1-part., like the examples for *prbjateljb, show an a 
reflex.
Examples: <przalj>, <przaly>
It should be noted here that Cz, through analogical leveling, reordered the distribution o f a 
and i in the forms from the root *prbja- , so that the present-day standard paradigms show an
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a  reflex: 1) in ail pi. and some derived forms o f  *prbjatel- ; 2) in the infinitive and all past 
tense forms o f *prbjan . The attested textual distribution described above follows this 
reordered distribution almost completely.
The reflexes deriving from long 4 in stems exhibit without exception the expected fronting 
and raising £ >  á > é>  ( .
Examples: <паг7угепут!>. <penize> (A pi.)» <vic2>, <vicze>, <vzyti>
Likewise, the i-stem PrAP forms (and deverba) adj’s, derived írom them) with long i  all 
contain the fronted and raised reflex.
Examples: <chticze>. <naleźiczy>, <przistaupic2>
b) sh o rt a
Unlike the textual reflexes o f  long â , which do not present a completely uniform picture, 
the reflexes o f short a in the texts exhibit the fronting and raising process a >  e with only 
five exceptions. However, this is not what is anticipated for the MSIk dialectal region, where 
a > a  is the expected development and only non-word-final ą is expected to develop 
(  > a  > e  (with some divergence in wM Slk showing word-final ę > a  > e  ). The consistent e 
reflex found here is more reminiscent o f Cz.
Examples: (< ç) <Kniez>, <maje> (PrAP), <pamiet>. <Poczeti>.
<se> (refi, pron.), <urzednika>t <znaje> (PrAP)
except. <svatey> (Bromov-Bylnicel539); <svatem> (Bfeclav 1539);
<svattem> (Veseli n. Mor. 1549a)
Examples: (< a ) <df7eti>. <krale> (G sg. т . ) ,  <peczeth>, <rychtarze> (G sg. т .) ,
<s!ysseti>
except. <miessczane> (VaJaš. MeziKči 1541 );
<Miessczane> (Velká n. V e l 1548)
It is interesting to note that there are also textual examples o f  an e reflex where it is not
supported by the phonological environment in Slk o r Cz (i.e., in forms with С  C '  ). Cz
paradigms that contained alternating hard С _С ״ י  soft С  С  environments, and thus
alternating a ~ e  as a result of the a > e  process, often underwent analogical leveling in favor 
o f  one o r the other o f the alternating reflexes. The attested examples with the unwarranted e 
reflex are most likely due to such analogical leveling causing a  - >  t , since in most cases other 
forms related to the exceptional forms do support the e reflex (Le., forms with C ' C ' ).
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E xam ples: <nenaleźelo> (cf. nàie žēli) f <slyssela> (cf. sfySëli)
(the fonn in parenthesis indicates an OCz form with a  >  e in the soft
С __ С' environment ihat could have served as a  possible basis for
analogical a - > e  in the hard С __״ С* form attested in the texts)
With this in mind, it is also possible to explain all five textual exceptions that exhibit a 
despite the soft С С ״   environment as instances o f analogical leveling in the other direction: 
e - >  a . For example, o f the forms o f the adjective *svtfb jb . only those forms whose
desinence begins with a softening (front) vowel would have the necessary soft С __״ C*
environment to support ę > a > e  -  i.e., only D/L sg. f., L  sg. m  Th., N pl. m. anim. The other
forms would show an unchanged a reflex due to a hard C'__ C ' environment. In the
instance o f the textual forms, <svatey> <L sg. f.), <svatem> (L sg. m.), <svattem> (L sg. m.), 
the leveling was in favor o f  the unchanged a reflex. Interestingly, all such instances o f 
possible analogical leveling seen in the texts (both a ~ > e  and e - >  a ) are identical to the 
patterns found in modem Cz.
4) fron ting  o f long and  sh o rt ú , и  /  С 9_  (72 forms ( й and и  together))
In the MSlk texts, the forms containing the sequences С и  and С и show without 
exception the development и > i . However, this development is expected only for C z and 
с-sCSlk, not for MSlk where the expected reflexes are й and и , with only the A and I sg. f. 
soft-stem adj. desinences (and occasional other instances) showing и > i .
Exam ples: <ji> (A sg. f. pron.), <jiz>, <lepssy> (A sg. f. adj.), <lidy>,
<majicz> (PrAP), <nemaji> (3rd pi. п-p.), <P$ani> (D sg. п.),
<praczujycz> (PrAP), <rychtarzy> (D sg. т . ) ,  <slibil>
<spravedlnosti> (I sg. f.)
Note that in the PrAP form <praczujycz> the и in the sequence <-czuj-> also falls under 
the conditions for the change и > i . Such was the case for all verbs with n-p. stems in -C'uj- .  
Forms containing the change -C'uj- >  ~CV/* are attested in Cz in the 14th and early 15th 
centuries, but they later gave way in favor o f the original sequence with и as found in the 
example <praczujycz> quoted above (see Gebauer 1963,274). There are no instances o f  this 
development -C'm/- >  -Cty־ in n׳ p. verbal stems in the entire Slk corpus.
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5) d iph thong ization  o f  long 6 an d  4  (33 ó-forms, 57 W orm s)
a) Kong 6
As in the section on strong je r development, in this section nominal desinences are not 
considered in the analysis o f instances o f long 6 A. Again, analogical leveling and paradigmatic 
shifts obscured the original distribution of reflexes in these desinences, thus rendering them 
ambiguous for the purposes o f  tracing phonological development.
The reflexes o f  long ô  in MSIk are expected to exhibit diphthongization and raising 
6 > Ц0 > й , everywhere but in seMSlk. The seMSlk region is expected to show variation 
among three reflexes, ô . u6 , v6 . The textual examples are fairly evenly divided between uo 
and и reflexes with 16(46% ) showing an uo reflex, and IS (51%) showing an и reflex. 
Both the forms in uo and the forms in и are fairly evenly distributed throughout the MSIk 
territory. There is only 1 form in the texts that exhibits an 0 reflex.
Examples: (> uo) <Buoh>, <muoy>, <muozte>. <vuole>, <zuostali>
(> и) <Buh>, <muj>, <dopomuziete>. <vule>, <pozustal>
(> o) <doviemosti> (Uh. Brod 1530)
As stated in the section in Chapter П on orthography, there is a problem o f  ambiguity in 
16th century Cz orthographic practices regarding the representation o f the reflexes o f long 6 . 
Although the development 6 > uô > û was completed in Cz by the end o f the 15th century, the 
spellings <0> and <uo> were in use alongside <u> in Cz orthography until well into the 
16th century. Thus, <0> could represent both ô and ú , and <uo> could represent both цб 
and ú . in addition to <u> ® û in texts from this period. This problem of ambiguity is 
especially acute in the MSIk corpus, since the MSIk texts are all from the first half o f the 16th 
century when the orthographic instability was greatest. It is therefore difficult to ascertain 
whether the distribution o f  reflexes from long 6 outlined here is a reflection o f  dialectal 
variation in the phonology o f the MSIk texts, or merely a reflection o f random variation in the 
orthography o f the texts. The <uo> grapheme is present in nearly 50% of the forms, and only 
a  close orthographic analysis of each individual text would provide some (limited) insight into 
the phonological value o f the individual instances o f this grapheme.
4 Nominal desinences that included long 6  are the following (cited in ibeir Proto-Stavic forms based on 
Klemensiewicz, Lehr-Splawiński, Urbańczyk 1981,226-7, 266*3 ! 1: Pauliny 1990,28*32; V áb iy  1964.21-95):
1 sg. т .  &  п. о  *stems: o m s
D pl. m. & n. 0-stems: •отг
G pl. m. и-stems (later generalized (0 other m. stems):
(A lso  o f  note here as a  nominal form containing long ô  is ihe N sg. m. po$s. adj. form: ■оѵъ )
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b) long fé
As in the section on long å , in this section adjectival desinences that originally contained 
long ’ë  from contraction are not considered. This includes 'ë from contraction in both the 
hard-stern and soft-stem adjectival declension classes5. Again, the influence o f morphological 
and paradigmatic factors on the development o f the adjectival paradigms affected the expected 
phonological development to such a degree that the discussion of the development o f these 
desinences is better left to morphological analysis.
The most prevalent sources o f ,ë  in the MSlk texts are:
a) contraction in the N/A sg., D pi. endings o f neuter nouns in *-b je , *-bstvije ,
e.g., *sbdorvbje (N/A sg.)t *sbdorvbjemb (D pi.)
b) long e in nominal and infinitival stems, e.g., *dèlo , *jbméti, *m èsto , *vēra
c) long /  in the n-p. stems o f several verbs, e.g., *ѵёть(<-  *vèdëti)4 *umë(m) ( < -  *umëtï)
Diphthongization and subsequent monophthongization and raising are expected from
long 'ë in most o f MSlk. The development ' ё>Цё>і  is expected in all instances, with the
exception o f  'ë > ë  / /__ (wMSlk exhibits 'ë > jé  > ( everywhere including 'ë  11____). Only
seMSIk retains the diphthong stage in various forms ( ļ e , [ë t jé  ).
The reflexes found in the neuter noun forms in *׳ bje , *•bsrvije correspond completely to 
the development 'ë > 1é > Í .
Examples: <pon!czenstvi> (N sg.), <psani> (A sg.). <zdravy> (A sg.)
The textual examples o f long /  in nominal and verbal (inf. and n-p.) stems show only 3 
exceptions to the raised monophthong reflex.
Examples: <dyla>, <mistie>, <miti>, <neodpirali>, <nevime>, <rozdylu>,
<vyminek>, <vir2u>, <vyte>, <zny>
except: <viery> (Bfeclav 1539); <vye> (2x) (Uh. Brod 1547)
i  'ë from contraction occurred in the following hard •stem and soft-stem adj. desinences (exam ples arc cited 
in their non-contract ed Рпно-Slavic forms based on Klemensiewicz. Lehr״SpławiA$ki, Urbańczyk 1981,327-8; 
Pauliny 1990. 117; V à inÿ 1964. 112-5):
־)  *good')
(e  *walking, foot*ł)
hard stem: L  sg. m. dobrëjemb
D/L sg. f. dobriji
L sg. n. dobrijem h
soft stem: L  sg. m. piiijem b
A pi. m. p ëü jë
0  sg. f. р т а
N/A pi. f. pkièjè
N/A sg. n. pišeje
L sg. n. p iiijem b
Bayerisch* ì  
S taa tsb ib lio th ek  I 
M ünchen )
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As discussed in the section in Chapter II on orthography, Cz orthographic practices were 
conservative in the representation o f  the reflexes from this phonological development in texts 
from the first half o f the 16th century. The grapheme <ie> was stíl) in use at the beginning o f 
the 16th century (alongside <i> ) despite the completion o f the phonological change V >  jé  > Í 
in Cz before the end o f  the 15th century. Thus it would be possible 10 interpret <ie> either as 
an archaic representation o f  / or as an accurate representation o f ie in the MSIk corpus under 
investigation here (which includes only pre• 1550 texts). The possible ambiguity o f the 
grapheme <ie> does not play a crucial role in this portion o f the study, however, since the 
attested MSIk forms show with only three exceptions the unambiguous symbols < i > , < y > .
6) d iph thongization  o f  long ú /С * __  ( 183 forms)
The diphthongization process û > a u > o u  (with further ou > û in certain areas) is only 
expected in wMS!kt while the remainder o f the territory is expected to retain the original ú .
The textual data show both an au  and an и reflex. The data from wMSlk (the town 
KromčFiž) and from the towns nearest wMSlk (Uh. Hradištč and ü h . Ostroh) do exhibit a 
majority o f  the diphthong reflex expected for the region -  out o f  44 forms, 31 (70%) contain 
the au  reflex. Elsewhere, the distribution is more strongly in favor o f  the и reflex with two- 
thirds (93) of the 139 forms showing this non-diphthongized reflex. In fact, o f the 17 texts 
outside the wMSlk region, there are six that contain only forms in и . In general, there is no 
completely clear pattem to the distribution o f  the reflexes, although there seems to be a 
grammatical bias toward forms in и for A  sg. and I sg. f. ad j's , and I sg. f. nouns (only eight 
forms (15%) out o f 54 contain a  diphthong).
Exam ples: (> u) <budu-!i>, <majn]zielku> (I sg. f.), <mudrzy>, <neysu>.
<slussnu> (A sg. f. adj.), <svu> (1 sg. f. adj.), <utery>,
<vezmucz> (PrAP)
(> au) <cztaucz> (PrAP), <maudrzy>. <nemohau>. <radau> (I sg. f.), 
<slussnau> (A sg. f. adj.), <sau>, <sauseda>, <autery>
It is again necessary to consider the Cz orthographic practices o f  the 16th century when 
analyzing the reflexes o f long û  as recorded in the MSIk corpus. As mentioned in the section 
in Chapter П on orthography, the change û > au > ou was completed in Cz by the end o f  the 
15th century, but the grapheme <au> did  not prevail over <u> in the representation o f  аціои 
until the middle o f  the 16th century. Thus the grapheme <u> could denote both û and aufou 
in texts from the first half o f the century. This issue is especially important for the MSIk 
corpus, since all the MSIk texts are pre-1550. Therefore it is difficult to ascertain whether the 
MSIk textual distribution o f reflexes from long û , as outlined here, is a reflection o f dialectal
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variation in the phonology o f the texts, or merely a reflection o f random variation in the 
orthography o f  the texts. In the extreme case, all instances o f  <u> in the texts could actually 
represent аи іоц , however, only a close orthographic analysis o f each individual text would 
provide some (limited) insight into the phonological value o f the individual instances o f < u > .
7) assib ila tion  o f d L __ j  (10 forms)
The MSIk data for this feature are quite limited, however, they do present a fairly wide- 
spread geographical and chronological distribution with forms from Stráínice 1532. Uh. Brod 
1540b, Uh. Ostroh 1533. ValaS. MeziHči 1541 and Veseli n. Мог. 1549b.
MSIk is expected to exhibit dj > 2 throughout the entire territory, with isolated instances of 
dj > 3  in seMSlk and sMSlk. Unfortunately there are no forms containing dj attested in the 
texts from seMSlk and sMSlk, hence the distribution picture furnished by the textual evidence 
is somewhat incomplete. The attested textual forms show exclusively dj > 2 as expected for 
the geographical regions in which they occur.
E xam ples: < m e 2 y > . < n a rz y z e n y m i> . < n e s n a z y > , < p rz ir o z e n a > ,  < u ro z e n y >
8) assib ila tion  o f  rf, t / __é ,  / ,  e ,  ь , ę  <i.e., all fro n t vowels) (89 d-forms, 361 r-forms)
a ) < / / __é , / , * , b , ç  and b ) / / __ i f i 9e 9h 9ę
As discussed in the initial summary table o f  expected reflexes from this phonological 
process, the assibilated reflexes j . с  were present for a time in MSIk. but were later 
reanalyzed according to the Cz model, reverting back to non-assibilated d \ f  by the 16th 
century. This is the state that is found in the texts. There are no textual examples o f d > j  or 
t > с .
Exam ples: ( <  d  ) < v ie d ie t i>  ( -d ê • ) .  < p r2 ih o d ila >  (4 Й -) . < b u d e th e >  ( -d e -)•
<den> (-d*-)« <lidmi> (•dfr), <vdieczne> (•dę•)
Examples: (< t ) <miestie> (-tè- ; L  sg. n.), <dopustiti> (-ri•), <przatele> (•te•),
<svatostmi> (-ffr-), <dezky[m]> (•tę•)
The issue o f the softness o f d  and / in this environment will not be addressed here, the 
only concern o f  this section being the presence or absence o f assibilation. The softness of 
consonants was not consistently marked in the texts o f this period. It would therefore be 
difficult to determine accurately the extent to which the presence or absence o f  softness in any 
given text was due to phonological changes or simply to inadequacies o f  orthography.
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9) palata liza tion  o f  r  / __ i 9 / , * , * ,  f , /  (i.e., all f ro n t vowels an d  j )  (266 forms)
The change r  > r ' > r  is expected for the entire MSlk region with the exception o f 
seMSIk, where r > f  > r  is the expected development. In the texts, the data show a r  reflex 
consistently, even in the seMSIk texts.
Examples: <dobrze> {•ré• ; adv.). <maudrzy> (•ri- ; V pl. m. anim. adj.),
<neberzeme> (•re-). <porzadek> (״rç•). <stvor2eny> (-r/-)
There is only one example where a г reflex is expected but is not present: <nahore> 
(ValaS. Meziffci 1541).
W hen examining Slk texts from this period, it is not uncommon to find a r reflex in 
environments where it was phonological!y unjustified o r had already been removed by analogy 
(in Cz and/or Pol). This is more common in the other regions (as will be shown later), and is 
only attested once in the MSlk texts: <virzu> (A sg. f.) (Rožnov p. Radh. 1535).
S u m m ary  analysis o f  th e  a ttested  M Slk reflex p a tte rn s
])vocalization  o f strong ъ  and ь
The reflex e is expected everywhere in MSlk and that is what is found in the texts. 
Because a uniform reflex is expected for the entire territory and that is what is attested, this 
feature would appear to reflect the natural development o f a MSlk phonological norm. Since 
the expected Cz reflex is also e , it is also possible that the textual distribution reflects the Cz 
norm.
2) development o f syllabic r  and /  (and related С гъС  and СіъС)
a) syllabic r  (and related СгъС  )
The textual!у attested reflexes o f  (  and СгъС  exhibit the uniform distribution expected 
everywhere in MSlk. Again, since a consistent reflex pattern is expected for the entire territory 
and that pattern is attested in the texts, this feature would seem to indicate the natural 
development o f a MSlk norm. The expected Cz reflexes are identical to those expected for 
MSlk (for the forms attested in the texts). Thus the textual distribution may also indicate the 
presence o f the Cz norm.
b) syllabic /  (and related СіъС  )
T he distribution pattem of reflexes from /  and СІъС  is expected to be regionally varied, 
however, the reflexes attested in the texts present a uniform picture for all o f  MSlk along the 
model o f  the complementary distribution expected in Cz. This would seem to indicate the 
presence o f  the Cz norm in the MSlk texts.
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3) fronting and raising o f long and short â , a l C'__ C \  С __ #
a) long á
For long á , complementary distribution o f i  and â reflexes is expected throughout the 
entire MSIk territory. A complementary distribution o f ; and a  is attested in the texts» but not 
the same one as anticipated It is unlikely that the phonologicalty restricted á  reflex that 
developed naturally in MSIk spread to other environments to create the the attested distribution. 
This attested distribution appears to reflect the distribution attained in the Cz norm after 
analogical leveling reordered the original reflexes.
b) short a
For short a , a  pattern o f complementary distribution o f a  and e  reflexes is expected 
throughout the MSIk territory (with slight variation in wMSlk). W hat is attested, however, is a 
consistent e reflex everywhere. This could indicate that the e reflex spread to all positions in 
the entire territory. However, since a single e reflex is the expected development for Cz, it 
could also indicate the presence o f the Cz norm.
4) fronting o f long and short û , u f C'__
This development is expected to produce a consistent и reflex throughout the MSIk 
territory (with an i reflex appearing only in two desinences and occasional isolated forms).
The textual data present a consistent reflex throughout, but it is an i reflex as expected for Cz. 
This would seem to indicate the presence o f the Cz norm.
5) diphthongization o f long 6 and V
a) long ô
Long ô  is expected to produce û consistently throughout MSIk except in seMSlk where 
several reflexes are expected. The anested examples present uo and и reflexes throughout the 
entire territory. There is no apparent geographical, chronological or grammatical pattem. 
Unfortunately, orthographic considerations call into question the validity o f the analysis o f this 
particular feature in the MSIk corpus, and the results are therefore o f  limited diagnostic value.
b) long V
Long ,é  is expected to produce a nearly consistent i  reflex everywhere except seMSlk, 
where variation is expected between ļ e , jé  yj e . The textual data show consistent 1 reflexes 
everywhere including seMSlk. This could indicate that the more prevalent i reflex spread to 
become the standard for the entire territory. However, the expected Cz reflex is also ( . 
Therefore it is also possible that the textual distribution reflects the presence o f  the Cz norm.
6) diphthongization o f long и i С *__
Regional variation between ú and ou reflexes is expected in MSIk. The texts exhibit this 
regional distribution to a limited degree, but for the most рал the distribution o f  the tw o reflexes
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appeare to be random. Ал argument can be made for semi-consistent grammatica] patterning, 
but the data do not consistently support this. Unfortunately, orthographic ambiguity casts 
doubt on the validity o f the analysis o f this particular feature in the MSlk corpus, and the results 
are therefore o f limited diagnostic value.
7) assibilation o f  d !__ j
The expected regional distribution o f  5  and z reflexes appears to be reflected in the textual 
data, although the lack o f  examples from the regions where the j  reflex is expected render; the 
data inconclusive in this regard. The consistent г reflex presented in the texts could represent 
the natural development o f  a MSlk norm. However, it could also represent the presence o f the 
Cz norm where a uniform ? reflex is expected.
8) assibilation o f d , t  !__ І  J  t e t b 9ç (i.e.. all front vowels)
a) d !__ è , / , e , h , i
A non-assibilated d  reflex is expected throughout MSlk, and that is what is attested in the 
texts. Since a uniform reflex is expected for the entire territory and that reflex is attested in the 
texts, this feature seems to show the natural development o f a  MSlk norm. The expected Cz 
reflexes are identical to those in MSlk. Thus the textual distribution may also indicate the 
presence o f  the Cz norm.
b ) t i __
A non-assibilated t reflex is expected and also attested throughout the MSlk territory. 
Again, since a uniform reflex is expected for the entire territory and that reflex is attested in the 
texts, this feature appears to show the natural development o f a MSlk norm. The expected Cz 
reflexes are again identical to those in MSlk. Thus the textual distribution may also indicate the 
presence o f the Cz norm.
9) palatalization of r  f__ è  J %€ 9b > ç J  (i.e., all front vowels and j)
Regional variation between r  and r  reflexes is expected, but the attested textual reflexes 
show a uniform r  throughout the MSlk territory. This could indicate that the more prevalent 
r reflex spread to become the standard for the entire territory. However» it is also possible that 
the lextual distribution reflects the presence o f  the Cz norm, since the expected C z reflex is 
also r .
The nine short analysis sections above have been summarized in tabular form below.
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Synopsis of reflex patterns in the M
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A s can be seen in the table, there is definite evidence for a  developing interdialectal 
phonological norm in the texts from the MSIk territory. However, there is also limited evidence 
against it.
For the 11 phonological features that exhibit a consistent pattem of reflexes throughout the 
territory, the question is to what that consistency should be ascribed. The reflex patterns of 
ъ іъ , f , d \  (  could have been produced by the natural MSIk development, o r the panem s for 
each o f these four features could have come from Cz. The reflexes o f a , 'é , r ' show uniform 
distributions that could have arisen by internal leveling within MSIk. Again, however, these 
distributions could be the result o f the external influence o f Cz. The reflexes o f  dj seem to fail 
into the same category, but cannot be placed there with complete surety because o f insufficient 
geographical scope o f evidence. The reflexes o f dj do, however, show a uniform distribution. 
Finally, the reflexes o f / , á , C'úlu appear to show complete dominance o f the Cz norm  over 
the regional MSIk variations.
There is also evidence against a developing interdialectal phonological norm in the MSIk 
texts. This evidence is seen in the reflexes o f  ô , C 4ú . The reflexes o f  ô , C*û do not show 
any clearly discernible patterns, however C 'û  may show redistribution on a grammatical basis 
It should be remembered, however, that the reflexes o f  both 6 and С*й provide questionable 
data in the MSIk corpus due to orthographic inconsistencies in their representation.
Thus, o f the 11 features that show consistent interdialectal reflex patterns, all 11 can be 
explained by reference to the Cz model, and anywhere írom 4 to 8 can be explained by 
reference to the MSIk model (depending on the degree o f certainty). There are only 2 
phonological features that do not exhibit clear, uniform reflex panem s for the entire MSIk 
territory, and their diagnostic value is limited due primarily to orthographic considerations.
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C H A P T E R  V: IN V ESTIG A TIO N  O F  T H E  W E ST  SL O V A K  C O R PU S
A nalysis o f  Ib e  tex tu a l d a ta
1) vocalization o f  s tro n g  ъ  and  *  (316 f o r m s ( *  and ь  together))
As in the MSlk chapter and for the reasons presented there, this WSlk analysis examines 
the vocalization o f  jers in roots, prefixes and suffixes, but not in nominal desinences.
The W Slk textual data for this development show the expected ъ > е  and ь > ' е ( > е )  
reflexes, with only nine exceptions.
Examples: (<  ъ) <cztwrtek>, <predewssymi>, <ve>
(<  ь ) <den>. cotecz>, <sluzebnikom>
O f the nine exceptions, five are instances o f the form к и < к ъ  which, as stated in the MSlk 
chapter, has no bearing on this investigation since it occurred throughout the entire area and 
exists to this day in the standard Slk, Cz and Pol literary languages. It is interesting to  note, 
however, that unlike the MSlk corpus, the WSlk texts do show examples o f  the expected 
къ > ke as well. The only other exceptions to the expected development are four forms o f  a 
single lexeme with two different suffixes, one illustrating ъ  >  о . the other ь > 0 .
Examples: (< ь) <statok> (< *statbkb) (Dobrá Voda 1538a and Tm ava 1577a)
(< ь )  <statczoky> (< *staibcbky) (Chtelnica 1531 (2x))
The expected ъ  >  e form, <statek> . is found elsewhere in the texts and even occurs in the 
same text groups as <statok> (Dobrá Voda 1538a; Tm ava 1577b, e). M oreover. Hlohovec 
1550 contains the form <statczeku> with the expected b>  > >  e development in this suffix.
2) developm ent o f syllabic /״ an d  /  (and  related  С г ъ С  and  C th C )
(forms, 57 /-forms-־/ 127)
a) syllabic f  (and  re la ted  С г ъ С )
In most o f W Slk the phonological development o f both r  and С гъС  is expected to 
produce a single f  reflex everywhere except in the sequence i f -  > c e r • . The w-sW Slk region 
differs slightly, where the sequence СгъС  is expected to develop according to normal jer 
development for the region, i.e., r \ > r e \ r \ > r 0 > 1  . However, since there are no examples 
in the texts o f the sequence with the strong je r (0 >ן׳0י  the data should show exclusively the 
r  /  cer complementary distribution. The textual examples reflect this expected development 
with only three exceptions.
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Extmpks: (<  7) <cźerveny> (< *Ą״V־), <cztw1ty> , <krczmy>, <potvrdyla>,
<prve>, <trch>, <zwrchupsany>
(<  гь) <oppatmemu>, <oppatmostmi>, <wopatmy> (The only 
instances o f СгъС  available in (he WSlk texts are forms 
from *opatrļn • .)
except. <ssmertek> (Senica 1539); <oppatemim> (Čachtice 1544);
<teprova> (Pov. Bystrica 1547)
It should be noted that one o f the two alternate reflexes represented here (•ro~) is also found 
in the exceptions in the MSIk texts.
b) syllabic /  (and  re la ted  C t b C )
There are unfortunately no examples o f the sequence СіъС  in the texts from the WSlk 
territory. In considering only the expected reflexes o f / , it is possible to divide the WSlk 
territory into two regions: I) w-sWSlk and nWSIk should exhibit the distribution
/  >  /  /  labials__ ; / > / « ( > « )  elsewhere ; 2) the remainder o f  sWSIk is expected to show
/  > /  in all environments. The entire set o f  textual data appear to support the complementary 
distribution expected for the w-sWSlk and nWSIk regions, the exceptions being forms from the 
root *rø/v״ . Despite the preceding labial in this root, the /  shows consistent development to 
lu in the textual examples. This is not surprising, however, sincc this root is not productive in 
Slk and all forms containing it are presumed to have been borrowed from Cz, where /  >  lu in 
this environment is the anticipated development.
Exam ples: (J  >  /  ) < v p ln 0 S t> . < w y p ln i l> ,  < w |c z y > ,  < z u p ln a >
Q > lu) <dluh>, <dluheho>, <dluzien> (The only instances o f /  >  lu 
available in the texts are forms from *dig- and *df'g- .)
(*rø/v-) <mluviti>, <od-mluuati>, <rozmluveny>. <sm!uva>
3) fron ting  and  ra is in g  o f  long an d  sh o rt i , a / C 9__ C% C 9__ #
(147 long d-forms, 283 short 0-forms)
a) long à
For the same reasons discussed in the MSIk chapter, á f ro n  contraction in soft-stem 
adjectival desinences is not considered here. Thus, as in the MSIk chapter, the most common 
sources o f long á  in the WSlk texts are:
a) contraction in the G sg.. N pi. and A  pi. endings o f neuter nouns in *׳ bje ,
e.g., *sbdorvbja (same form for all three cases)
b) contraction o f  *‘bja• in certain noun and verb stems, e.g., *prbjareljb, *prbjari
c) long 4 in certain stems, e.g., *płnądzb , *vçje
d) long (  in PrA P forms o f !'-stem verbs (and deverbal adj ״s. based on PrA P forms),
e.g., *prosaci (N sg. f. PrAP), *prosące (N pi. m. PrAP)
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The expected reflex o f long á  is long á  ( ja in n-nW Slk) in all regions o f W Slk. except 
w-sW Slk where a pattern o f  complementary distribution o f  the reflexes á  and /  is anticipated 
( á , C '^ # >  á  >  á  ; but V jV X 'tC ' > á > í > /) .
The attested neuter noun forms with -á < *-ь/ő exhibit without exception a raised г reflex, 
even though this is only expected for the w-sWSlk region.
E xam ples: <P02draveny> (G sg.). <sstiesty> (G sg.). <sviedomi> (N pl.).
<wyplnieni> (G sg.)
The textual examples with word-internal *‘bja■ again consist entirely o f  various forms 
from the root *prbja- .
As discussed in the MSlk chapter, the various declensional and derivative forms from the 
stem *prbjateU are originally expected to exhibit the following distribution o f reflexes in Cz:
1 ) i  in the sg. as well as N/V pi. o f *prbjateljb and in all derived forms such as 
*prbjateljbstvol-bstvije and *prbjateljbskbjb, 2) á  in the remaining pi. forms o f  *prbjateljb. 
The expected distribution in w-sWSlk is essentially the same as in Cz, but the rest o f  the WSlk 
territory should show only an á (ja) reflex in all forms.
What is attested in the texts does not clearly reflect either o f  these possible distributions.
Tw o thirds (38) o f  the 58 attested forms show an a reflex regardless o f environment (as 
would be expected for m ost o f WSlk).
E xam ples: <przatele> (V pl.), <przatelom> (D pl.). <przatelska>
However, another one quarter (15) o f the examples exhibit an ; reflex, again regardless o f 
environment.
Exam ples: <przytele> (V pl.), <pnzitelom> (D pl.), <prytely> (G pi.)
The remainder (S) o f  the examples show still other reflexes.
Examples: <przieteli> (V sg.), <przejitele> (V pl.). <pryjitele> (G sg.)
In one text a and i reflexes exist side by side: <przatele> -  <przytele> (both V pi.) 
(Tmava 1541 ), however, most o f the individual texts show consistency in the use o f  a single 
reflex for all forms o f  *prbjate/ • . Individual towns also appear to show consistency in the use 
o f a single reflex through time, but those towns exhibiting the less attested i reflex do not form 
any type o f geographical/regional pattem within the entire territory. There does not appear to be 
any chronological pattern to the distribution, although the smaller number o f texts after 1550
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The textual examples o f the adj. *prbjaznivbjb and the поил *prbjaznb  show only 
various stages o f fronting and raising with no examples o f an a  reflex.
Example*: <przieznivy>, <przyzniveho>, <przyznivy>; <Przizen>, <Pryzen>
It is interesting thal the two instances o f the ie reflex in the adj. are found In Dava where 
the one instance o f  <przieteli> (discussed above) is also found. This reflex appears to 
illustrate the intermediate stage o f the development å > è > i , which is not surprising since the 
spelling <ie> in this position was in use until the mid 16th century in Cz orthography.
Finally, the attested instances o f the pi. 1-pan. *prbjali (< -  *prbjati) exhibit chiefly forms 
with an a reflex, with only one exception in 12 examples.
Examples: <prya!i>, <prza!i>
except. <przily> (Hlohovec 1545b)
The attested reflexes deriving from long 4 in stems exhibit the fronting and raising 
4 > á > é  > ( .  The only three slight deviations again appear to illustrate the intermediate stage 
with é .
Examples: <knyze>, <Neywjce>, <peniz> (A sg.). <penize> (A  pl.),
<wziti>, <zryzeny>
except. <penńeze> (A pl.), <penneze> (N pi.) (both: Senica 1530);
<viecze> (Smolenice 1537)
Likewise, the examples o f i-stem PrAP forms (and deverbal adj's, derived from them) with 
long ę all contain the fronted and raised reflex.
Examples: <chodycz>, <chticz>, <lezyczy>, <navraticz>, <prawycze>. <prosyce>
There is an additional related source o f  long 4 in the texts in the 3rd pi. n-p. o f 1-stem 
verbs. The one textual example o f this also exhibits a fronted and raised i reflex: <p[ro]sy> 
(Vrbové 1550a).
b) sh o rt a
With the exception o f some instances o f ą > a > e  in w-sWSIk, the expected reflex for 
short a everywhere in WSlk is short a . Although there are many examples o f an a  reflex in 
the texts, the majority o f  the attested forms show an e reflex.
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Examples: (> e) <dewet>. <dnie> (G sg. m.). <kniez>, <obyczey>,
<otcze> (G sg. m.), <peczet>, <se> (refi. pron.). 
<slysseti>, <trycet>
W hile (he a  reflexes found in the texts can be interpreted as the norma] WSlk development, 
they can. for the most pan. also be explained according to Cz development where analogical 
leveling realigned the expected reflexes -  i.e., a reflexes were reintroduced into forms in
C'__ C ' (that had undergone a > e) by analogy to similar forms in C'__ C* (that did not
develop a  >  e).
Examples: <prisazni> (cf. p?(saha)\ <svatem> (cf. svaty)\ <vyslis$ali>,
<vyslyssavsse> (cf. vyslyłal> vyslyíav): <wzaly>, <vzavs$e>
(cf. vzű/, vzav); <sstiastnie> (cf. št'astny)
(the form in parenthesis indicates an OC2 form with a > a in the hard
С __ C ’ environment that could have served as a possible basis for
analogical e - >  a  in the soft C'__ C  form attested in the texts)
There are textual examples with the a  reflex that cannot easily be explained in this manner, 
but such examples are few (8) and are randomly distributed throughout the territory.
Examples: <dwaczat>, <obyczay>, <ocza> (G sg. т .) ,  <sa> (refi, pron.)
A s in the MSlk texts, in the WSlk texts there are also examples o f an e reflex where it is
not supported by the phonological environment in Slk or Cz (i.e., in forms with C'__ C* ).
Cz paradigms that contained alternating hard C'__ C* -  soft С __ C' environments, and thus
alternating a - e  a sa  result o f the a > t  process, often underwent analogical leveling in favor 
o f  the a . as was suggested above. The forms with the unwarranted e reflex are most likely 
also due to such Cz analogical leveling, this time based on related forms supporting the e 
reflex (i.e., forms with C'__ C' ).
Examples: <bezel> (cf. bèzèli)» <pr(i)drzen> (cf. drzèti), <slissel> (cf. slyíeii)
(the form in parenthesis indicates an OCz form with a > e in the soft
С __ С  environment that could have served as a possible basis for
analogical a  - >  e in the hard С __ C ' form attested in the texts)
In general, the patterns of development and analogy seen in the texts are reminiscent o f the 
Cz patterns. Only the 8 a forms not explainable by analogy and 6 o f the a forms that might 
be explained by analogy fall outside the developments expected and attested in Cz.
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4) fro n tin g  o f  long a n d  sh o rt ó  « и / С 9_  (262 forms ( ú and и together))
The W Slk data are expected to show a uniform и reflex throughout the territory, with the 
exception o f ú>  (  in the A  and 1 sg. f. soft-stern adj. desinences in w-sWSlk. The textual 
examples, however, exhibit almost complete uniformity o f an i reflex. There are only 10 
exceptions showing an и reflex scattered randomly throughout the entire area. The exceptions 
do not appear to present any particular geographical, chronological, grammatical, or 
phonological pattern.
Examples: (>  i  ) <chczy> ( 1 st sg. n-р.), <dussy> (I sg. f.), < ji>  (A sg. f. pron.)
<jiz>, <kniezy> (D sg. m .)t <lepssy> (A sg. f. adj.),
<lydi>. <maji> (3rd pi. п-p.), <nassi> (I sg. f. adj.),
<ffogtstwj> (D sg. п.), <rychtarzy> (V sg. т . ) ,  <slibil>,
<vuoly> (A sg. f.), <ziadajicze> (PrAP)
(> u) <dnu> (D sg. m.), <gu> (A sg. f. pron.), <kozuch>,
<za-slubil>, <prikazu> ( 1st sg. n-p.)
5) d iph thong ization  o f long 6 an d  íé  (84 <5-forms, 169 2-forms)
a) long 6
As discussed in the MSIk section on long 6 , nominal dcsinenccs are not considered in the 
analysis o f this phonological development.
The expected distribution o f the reflexes o f long Ô in WSlk is regionally varied. In 
w-sW Slk the diphthong yó  was monophthongized and raised to й , while in the remainder o f 
sWSIk the monophthong 6 remains. In nWSIk the diphthong u6 was either changed to a  CV 
sequence \6  (sometimes uô ) (s-nW Slk), o r shortened to uo  (п-nWSIk). What is seen in the 
texts is a mixture o f these possibilities, but not according to the expected regional distribution 
outlined above.
Textually attested WSlk reflexes of long ó
0-forms üo-forms ц-forms total forms
w-sW Slk 0 9  (75%) 3 (25%) 12
other sWSIk 6 (20.5%) 19(65.5% ) 4(14% ) 29
nWSIk 8(18.5% ) 24 (56%) 11 (25.5%) 43
all WSlk 14(17% ) 52 (62%) 18(21% ) 84
As can be seen in the table, there is a predominance of uo-forms in the texts from each o f 
the three WSlk regions (but with considerable exceptions in each region). Interestingly, in 
nWSIk where such uø-forms might be anticipated, the percentage o f such forms is lower than
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in each o f the other two regions. As a whole, the W Slk corpus shows a  dominant uo reflex, 
but the total number o f forms exhibiting the 0 and и reflexes is too large to be ignored. There 
is no clear geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological patterning o f  the reflexes 
in any o f the regions or in the territory as a whole.
Examples: (>  o) <dom>, <ko[n]>. <możess>, <roznycr>, <svoj>, <vobecz>,
<wole>
(> uo) <Buoh>, <buotky>, <duom>, <muoy>, <muoze>, <nepuojdu>,
<puol>. <pozuostal>, <ru02nicze>, <spuosobem>, <stuol>, <vuo!e>
(> u) <Buh>, <dúm>, <mug>, <nem uiem >, <pozustal>,
<spusobem>, <swuy>
It is necessary to take into account here that the final stage o f development in w*sWSIk may 
still have been in progress during part o f the 16th century. According to Pauliny: “the 
narrowing о > û could have occurred in this region possibly in the 15-16th century1963)  ,״* 
247). This may help to explain the predominance o f  uo-forms to и-forms in the w-sWSlk 
region, but it does little to clear up the mixed reflex picture in the other regions.
As stated in the section in Chapter И сю orthography, С г orthographic practices o f the 16th 
century present difficulties for the phonological interpretation o f the graphemes used to 
represent the reflexes o f long ô . Although the development 6 > uó > ú was completed in Cz 
by the end o f the 15th century, the spellings <0> and <uo> were in use alongside <u> in 
Cz orthography until well into the 16th century. Thus, <0> could represent both ô  and û , 
and <uo> could represent both uà  and û , in addition to <u> =  ú in texts from this period. 
The problem is especially acute in the first half o f the 16th century when this orthographic 
instability was greatest. It was suggested in the section in Chapter П on orthography that 
examining only post-1550 texts might reduce the effects o f  this orthographic inconsistency on 
the phonological analysis. As can be seen in the following table, limiting the corpus to only 
post-1550 texts does not significantly alter the relative distribution o f the reflexes. Only w״ 
sWSIk experiences a larger shift from <uo> dominance to a  fairly even ratio o f  <uo> to 
< u > , which would seem to support the possibility that the final development to и was still in 
progress during the 16th century in this region.
T extually  a tte s ted  W Slk reflexes o f long Ó •  1550-90 tex ts  onty
0- forms wvforms ц-forms total form
w-sWSlk 0 2(40% ) 3(60% ) 5
other sWSIk 0 6 (86%) 1 (14%) 7
nWSik 6 (2 1%) 13(45% ) 10 (34%) 29
all WSlk 6(15% ) 21(51% ) 14(34% ) 41
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After imposing this temporal restriction to reduce the effects o f  orthographic ambiguity on 
the phonological analysis, essentially the same result is obtained as before. There is no clear 
geographical, chronological, grammatical o r phonological patterning o f the reflexes o f long 6 
in any o f  the regions o r in the territory as a whole.
b) long V
As in the MSIk chapter and for the reasons presented there, in this section 'é from 
contraction in adjectival desinences is not considered. This includes 'é from contraction in 
both the hard-stem and soft-stem adjectival declension classes.
The most prevalent sources o f 'é in the WSlk texts are:
a) contraction in the N/A sg., D pi. endings o f neater nouns in *«b je ׳* , bstvije ,
e.g.. *sbdorvbje (N/A sg.), *sbdorvbjemb  (D pi.)
b) long /  in nominal and infinitival stems, e.g., *delo , *jbméti, *mesto , *véra
c) long /  in the n-p. stems o f several verbs, e.g., *vèm b(<- *védéti), *umé(m) (< -  *umèti)
The expected reflex pattem of long ,é  can be divided into three regions. All o f sWSIk,
except ne-sWSlk, shows the monophthongization and raising o f the diphthong ( jé  > (). 
ne-sWSIk along with s-nWSlk reduces the diphthong to a CV sequence { jé  > jé  , 
sometimes jé  ). Finally n״nW Slk preserves but shortens the diphthong ( jé  > ie ).
The reflexes found in the contracted neuter noun forms in the texts correspond completely 
to the 'é>1é> f  development (even though this is only expected in the sWSIk region).
Examples: <ffogtowstwj> (A  sg.). <psani> (N sg.), <swedomy> (N sg.)
The picture is a little less clear for the examples o f long /  in nominal and verbal (inf. and 
n-p.) stems. O f the 88 forms containing / , 1 4  show an t  reflex and 74 show an / reflex. 
Significantly, 13 o f  the 14 e  reflexes occur in the ne-sWSIk and nWSIk texts where 
té > i é > j é y 1 é y  ļ t  is the anticipated development. However there are also 50 i ( < e )  forms in 
the ne-sWSlk and nWSIk regions, so there is no indication o f regional patterning o f the e 
reflex here. On the other hand, in the rest o f the sWSIk region, where the development 
,é  >  jé  > i  is expected, the ratio is 1 e reflex to 24 i reflexes. Thus the expected regional 
reflex, / , appears to have been retained here. In general both reflexes occur in essentially ail 
attested environments.
Examples: (> e) <byerati>. <dewka>. <mieti>, <neumyeme>. <newie>,
<pribehel>, <vieru>, <viete>
(> i ) <bileho>, <divka>, <djtky>, <dyl>, <jmyti>, <mistu>,
<nevim>, <viry>. <vybirali>, <W skrisseny>
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Pauliny notes that *1the narrowing è > (  . . .  could have occuned in this region possibly in 
the ] 5 - 16th century“ (1963.247). Thus the final development to i  might still have been in 
progress during part o f  the 16th century. This possiblity does not effect the analysis o f the data 
here, however, since the attested examples from w c ,־ е ,־ -sWSIk, where é > jé  > i  is expected, 
show with only one exception the final (  reflex.
As discussed in the section in Chapter П on orthography, conservative Cz orthographic 
practices continued the use o f  the grapheme <ie> during the first half o f the 16th century 
(alongside <i> ) despite the completion o f the phonological change 'é > jé  > ( in Cz before the 
end o f the 15th century. Thus it would be possible to interpret <ie> as either an archaic 
representation o f  1 o r as an accurate representation o f  ie in the early texts o f  the WSlk corpus 
under investigation here. This possible ambiguity o f  the grapheme <ie> does not play a 
crucial role in this portion o f the study. Only 14 o f  the 169 attested ,ë  forms show the <ie> 
grapheme, o f which only 6 occur before 1550 (when interpretation o f  <ie> might be 
problematic). The remainder o f the textual forms exhibit the unambiguous symbols 
<i> , < y > , <j> .
6) d iph thongization  o f long û /С * ___ (405 forms)
The W Slk data are expected to show a  consistent non-diphthongized и reflex throughout 
the entire territory, and the majority o f  the textual forms are in agreement with this.
Examples: <budu>, <czestu> (I sg. f.), <dobru> (I sg. f. adj.). <jducze> (PrAP).
<kupyl>. <m nu> (I sg. pron.), <mudrzy>. <odpocźynuti>.
<plnu> (A  sg. f. adj.), <prystupyl>. <služyl>, <su>, <sused>
There is, however, a significant number o f forms that show a diphthongized reflex au/ou . 
Although the 44 exceptions show no apparent grammatical o r phonological distribution pattem, 
all but two o f  them occur in three specific lexica] forms1.
Examples: (adj. stem *m qdr- ) <M audrym>, <maudrzy>
(noun stem *sqsèd- ) <spolusausedy>, <sausedske>, <sausedom>
(3rd pi. pres. *sQtb ) <jsau>, <sau>
It must be pointed out. however, that non-diphthongized venions o f these same forms at 
times occur alongside these diphthongized exceptions in the same text. Moreover, the examples
1 The spelling o f these three lexica] item s m ay represent what Porák refers to as “graphical Czcchism s": "I 
believe that a  detailed analysis o f  some texts could achieve some further, finer perceptions. Thus, in the le tten  
o f Stefan z  Dechtic to  the city council o f  T m ava from 1538 (B. Varsile, p . 198 and follow ing) faufed, 
faulcdfkc is consistently written, although elsewhere •u• permeates, e.g., dwu zJatyct), pod pryfahu, otherwise 
-au- appears superfluously by scribal reverse analogy —  ponuc2it. It is  possible that -au• is m ore consistently 
retained in som e words and acts as a  type o f  graphical Czechism" (1982, 180).
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of *ntQdr- , *sqsid• ,and  *sqtb with the и reflex far outnumber ihe examples with the 
au/ou reflex when considering the entire corpus from the WSlk territory. There is perhaps a 
tendency toward a geographical distribution pattern here since 14 o f the aulou forms appear in 
w-sW Slk texts and 22 o f them are in ihe ne-sWSlk region. However, these forms do noi 
constitute a majority in either o f ihe regions, and only in Dobrá Voda are they in the majority in 
texts from a  single town.
Again it is necessary to consider 16th century Cz orthographic practices when analyzing the 
textual reflexes o f long ú in the WSlk corpus. As mentioned in the section in Chapter П on 
orthography, the change û > оц > оц was completed in Cz by the end o f the 15lh century, but 
the grapheme <au> did not prevail over <u> in the representation o f au/ou until the middle 
o f the 16th century. Thus ihe grapheme <u> could denote both û and ayiou in texts from 
the first half o f  the century. This issue is not crucial in ihe analysis o f ihe WSlk texts, however, 
since they exhibit almost exclusively ihe <u> grapheme, whether considering texts before 
1550 (90%  w-forms), texts from 1550 onward (88% и-forms), or ihe entire corpus (89% 
«-forms). The forms in <u> that occur from 1550 onward can generally be interpreted as 
representing ú ; and since the use o f <u> was on the decline in Czech texts already toward the 
middle o f the 16th century, il is unlikely that such a high consistency in the use o f <u> in the 
WSlk texts o f ihe 1530s and 1540s would be due simply to retention o f a fading archaic 
orthographic practice.
7) assib ila tion  o f d /a__ j  (76 forms)
The reflex j  is expected everywhere in the WSlk territory, with ihe exception o f regional 
instances o f dj>  j >  г in w-sWSlk. What is found in the texts is exactly the opposite picture 
showing consistent use of a z reflex everywhere, with only one exception exhibiting dj>  j .
Examples: <czyze[m]u>. <mezy>, <neznazy>, <przysuzujeme>, <uchaza>,
<urozeny>, <utvrzeni> 
except. <meczy> (־ [meji]) (Hlohovec 1550)
8) assib ila tion  o f  d y t / __é ,  (U ., all fron t vowels) (358 d-forms, 721 *-forms)
a) d / __é ,  / ,  e 9b , ę
The development o f the sequence d+front vowel is expected to produce the assibilated j  
reflex essentially everywhere in nWSIk, the non-assibilated d  reflex in е-sWSIk, and differing 
patterns o f  complementary distribution of j  and d  in w-sWSlk, с-sWSIk and ne-sW Slk (refer 
to the d ' , f  reflex table for exact distribution). The textual data exhibit, with only one 
exception, a non-assibilated d  in all regions o f the WSlk territory.
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E xam ples: < d e w k a >  ( 4 # - ) ,  < p o tv rd il i>  ( -Ä - ) .  < b u d e >  (•de•)• < d e n >  ( 4 /$ - ) ,
<lidmi> (י ^ ״ ( י  <diekuje[m]e> (-<<$-)
except. <potwrzyl> (Rajec 1553)
b) r / _ e , / ,  e , b 9ę
The sequence t+front vowel is expected to produce reflex patterns identical to the patterns 
for d+front vowel : assibilated с essentially everywhere in nWSik, поп-assibilated t  in 
е -sWSIk. and differing complementary distributions o f с and t in w-sWSlk, с -sWSIk and 
ne-sWSlk (refer to the d f %f  reflex table for exact distribution). The data ltom  the texts show 
almost exclusively a non-assibilated t in all regions o f the WSlk territory.
Exam ples: < c h te li>  (•rë -) . < p la ti t i>  (-Я -). < p rz ite le >  (-**-), < o te c z >  ( - i f - ) ,
<detmi> (-י)-*ז <nieobtiežovali> (•/ç•)
There are 15 exceptions that do exhibit the с reflex. Several o f the exceptions appear to be 
random: <chczely> (Pov. Bystrica 1547), <chczel> (2x) (Rajec 1553). However, the 
remainder o f  the exceptional forms occur in specific groupings. Chtelnica 1531 exhibits 
consistent t > с  I i 9 i as expected for the region.
Exam ples: <chczeli>. <dosczi> (2x), <kratkosczi>. <milo$czi>
The group Tmava 1565.1577,1580 contains the remainder o f the exceptions, although 
assibilation is not completely consistent in these texts.
Examples: <dieczy> (Tmava 1565b)
<zaplacil>. <scel>, <uracila>, <uiplacit> (Tmava 1577b. d)
<chczel> (2x) (Tmava 1580a. b)
As stated in the MSlk chapter, the issue o f the softness o f d  and 1 in this environment will 
not be addressed here, the only concern o f this section being the presence or absence o f 
assibilation. The softness o f consonants was not consistently marked in the texts o f this period. 
It would therefore be difficult to determine accurately the extent to which the presence or 
absence of softness in any given text was due to phonological changes or simply to 
inadequacies o f orthography.
9) palatalization o f г /ш e ,  /  , e ,  b , ę j  (i.e., all fron t vowels a n d »  (581 forms)
The expected development for all of WSlk is r  > r '  > r . however, the picture presented by 
the textual data is mixed, showing both hard r  and soft r  reflexes.
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Examples: (> r )  <dobre> (-r í-  : adv.). <prisahu> (-П-), <matere> (-re- ; G  sg. t) ,
<vnuter> (-r$-), <poriadkami> (-r<•). <hospodar> (-rj-)
(> /0 <nahorze> (-re-), <vierzyti> (-rí-), <rzekli> (-re-),
<rzka> (-r$-), <urzadu> (-rç-), <masarz> (-r/-)
Out o f 52 texts, 17 contain exclusively or almost exclusively an r  reflex (r-only texts), 26 
contain exclusively or almost exclusively a f  reflex (г-only texts), and 9 contain a mixture of 
both reflexes (mixed texts). There is a slight tendency toward a geographica] distribution o f  the 
reflexes. All o f the texts (8) from the w-sWSlk area are r-only texts. This is the area thal is the 
closest geographically to the MSIk and Cz territories where the r  reflex is expected.
Otherwise, the r-only texts, the гчгоіу texts, and the mixed texts appear to be randomly located 
throughout the rest o f the W Slk territory. There is a tendency toward a chronological 
distribution in the regions outside o f w-sWSlk. There is only one r-only text in the period 
1530 -  1550, and there are no r-only texts after 1550. In those towns that have texts o f two or 
three types (r-only, r-only, mixed), the chronological progression is with only one exception 
(Čachtice): /•only  texts - >  mixed texts - >  r-only texts. Within the individual mixed texts, the 
tw o reflexes generally appear to be randomly distributed.
It was already noted in the MSIk chapter that when examining Slk texts from this period, it 
is not uncommon to  find a r  reflex in environments where it was phonologically unjustified or 
had already been removed by analogy (in Cz and/or Pol). There are 46 such forms in the WSlk 
corpus.
Examples: <brzatrom>. <dobrze> (A sg. n. adj.), <dobrzeho> (G  sg. n. adj.), 
<M udrzy[m]> (D  pi. m. adj.), <Rzichtarz>, <rzaczili>, <uterzy>
It is interesting to note that such forms occur in only tw o o f  the three text types, r-only texts 
(25 forms) and m ixed texts (21 forms).
S um m ary  analysis o f  th e  a ttested  W Slk reflex p a tte rn s
I)  vocalization o f strong ъ  and ь
The reflex e is expected everywhere in WSlk and that is what is found in the texts. Since a 
uniform reflex is expected for the entire territory and that is what is attested, this feature seems 
to reflect the natural development o f a WSlk phonological norm. The expected Cz reflex is also 
e , therefore it is also possible that the textual distribution reflects the presence o f  the Cz norm.
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2) development o f  syllabic f  and /  (and related СгъС  and СІъС  )
a) syllabic f  (and related СгъС  )
The textually attested reflexes o f  r  and C r$ C  (strong r$  is not attested) exhibit the 
complementary distribution expected everywhere in WSlk. Since a  consistent reflex pattern is 
expected for the entire territory (for f  and C r ļ O  and that pattern is reflected in the texts, this 
feature seems to show the natural development o f a WSlk norm. The forms found in the texts 
also agree with the expected Cz patiem (since forms that could potentially show differences 
between the WSlk and Cz patterns are not attested). Thus the attested distribution could also 
indicate the presence o f the Cz norm.
b) syllabic /  (and related СіъС  )
The distribution pattern o f reflexes o f syllabic /  (СІъС is not attested) is expected to be 
regionally varied, however, the reflexes attested in the texts present a uniform picture for all of 
WSlk, similar to the complementary distribution expected for w-sWSlk and nWSik. This could 
indicate that the reflexes from those regions spread to the rest o f  the territory. However, the 
attested forms are also in complete agreement with the expected Cz reflex pattern. This could 
indicate the presence o f the Cz norm in the WSlk texts.
3) fronting and raising o f long and short á  , a /  C'__ C \  C'__ #
a) long à
For long á , a long á  / ļa  reflex is expected everywhere in WSlk, with the exception of 
w-sWSIk where complementary distribution o f  /  and à  reflexes is expected. Excluding the 
forms o f *prhjaiel- ,  a fixed distribution o f i and a  reflexes is attested in the texts, but not the 
same one as anticipated for w-sWSlk. The attested distribution follows the distribution attained 
in the Cz norm after analogical leveling reordered the original reflexes. The forms of 
*prbjatel- (considered both alone and with the other forms) present no apparent geographical, 
chronological, grammatical or phonological partem o f  distribution. However, since a  single 
stem is involved here, this inconsistency is regarded as a peculiarity o f  the individual lexical 
items derived from this particular stem and is therefore not considered significant for the results 
o f this investigation.
b) short a
For short a . the expected reflex is short a , with the exception o f  isolated instances of 
І  > a  > e in w-sWSlk. What is attested, however, is a distribution o f  a and e reflexes 
throughout the territory. Analogical leveling, common in Cz paradigms that contained ű - í  
alternations as a result o f  this process, can account to a great degree for the distribution attested 
in the texts (although there are some attested forms that cannot be explained in this way). The 
general patterns o f  development and analogical leveling in the texts would seem to indicate the 
presence o f the Cz norm.
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4) fronting o f  long and short û , и / С '__
This development is expected to produce a consistent и reflex throughout the WSlk 
territory, with the exception o f û > ( in the A and 1 sg. f. soft-stern adj. desinences in 
w-sW Slk. The texrual data do present a nearly consistent reflex throughout, but it is an / 
reflex. This would seem to indicate the presence o f  the Cz norm (where a consistent 1 reflex 
is expected), since it is unlikely that the geographically and grammatically restricted 1 reflex 
expected in w .sWStk would spread to all other forms and regions in the WSlk territory״
5) diphthongization o f  long 6 and ,ë
a) long 6
Long 6 is expected to  produce regionally varied reflexes 6 , vó (yó) , yo  in WSlk. The 
various regional reflexes are attested, but not according to the anticipated regional distribution. 
There is little evidence for patterning o f  any type in the distribution o f the reflexes.
b) long ,é
Long ,é is expected to exhibit regionally varied reflexes / , j é , j é . je  , however, the textual 
data show a nearly consistent /  reflex everywhere in WSlk regardless o f  region. This could 
indicate that the i reflex spread from the regions where it developed naturally to become the 
standard for the entire territory. However, the expected Cz reflex is also ( .  Therefore it is also 
possible that the textual distribution reflects the presence o f the Cz norm.
6) diphthongization o f  long û / C '__
The reflex û is expected everywhere in WSlk and that is essentially what is found in the 
texts. The exceptions to the и reflex appear to present a  certain geographical distribution, but 
they do not appear to represent a differing standard in the areas where they are grouped. The 
genera] pattern would seem to indicate the natural development o f a WSlk norm.
7) assibilation o f d  /__ j
This development is expected to produce a consistent j  reflex throughout the WSlk 
territory, with the exception o f regional instances o f  dj > j  >  2 in w-sWSlk. What the textual 
data present is a  nearly consistent z reflex throughout. It is unlikely that this would represent 
an expansion o f the instances o f  z  from w-sWSlk to the rest o f the territory. It would seem 
instead to indicate the presence o f the Cz norm, where consistent dj > 2  is expected.
8) assibilation o f  d . * /__ e (i.e., all front vowels)
a ) d l__ / , / . e , ь ,  ą
The development o f the sequence d+from vowel is expected to exhibit regional variation in 
both the type o f the reflex ( d , j )  and the scope o f  the process. The textual data, however, show 
a nearly consistent non~assibilated d  reflex throughout the WSlk territory. This could indicate 
that the d  reflex spread from the W Slk regions and forms where it occurred naturally to those
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regions and forms that originally had the j  reflex. However, the expected Cz reflex is 
non-assibilated ci m all positions. Therefore it is also possible that the textual distribution 
reflects the presence o f the Cz norm,
b ) t l __
The development o f  the sequence t*front vowel is expected to show the same regional 
variadon in type o f  reflex (t , c) and scope o f process as the development o f  d+front vow el. 
However, the texts again exhibit a nearly consistent non-assibilated t reflex. While this could 
indicate the spread o f the t reflex that occurred naturally in some WSlk regions and forms, it is 
also possible that the texts reflect the presence o f the Cz norm, since the expected Cz reflex is 
non-assibilated t everywhere.
9) palatalization o f r  /__ ë  (i.e., all front vowels and;)
A uniform r  reflex is expected for all o f WSlk, but the attested textual forms show a 
distribution of r  and f  reflexes throughout the WSlk territory. There is a geographical 
concentration o f the г reflex in w-sWSlk, but the general distribution for all o f WSlk presents 
no apparent geographical, grammatical or phonological patterning. There is a possible 
chronological pattem to the distribution, with the earlier texts exhibiting a clear majority o f f  
forms and later texts appearing to show a progressive shift toward more r  forms.
The nine short analysis sections above have again been summarized in tabular form below.
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
ë



















s other (non- 
C










































































ent naturally created a uniform
 panem
possible leveling w י :
ithin W
Slk to create a uniform
 pattern; 
( 
) possible alternative 10 X
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
As can be seen in the table, there is evidence for a developing interdialectal phonological 
norm in the texts from the WSlk territory, however there is also evidence against it.
For those features that exhibit a consistent pattern o f reflexes throughout the territory, the 
question is to w hat that consistency should be ascribed. The consistency in the reflexes o f 
ъ /ь , r  could simply be attributed to the natural WSlk development. However, the patterns 
exhibited by both features could also have come from Cz. The reflexes o f / , ,f , d*, t' show 
uniform distributions that could have arisen by internal leveling within WSlk. Again, however, 
these distributions could be the result of the external influence o f Cz. The reflexes o f a  ,
C'úJu , dj appear to show complete dominance o f the Cz norm over the regional WSlk patterns. 
The reflexes o f á also seem to display the Cz norm when forms from the stem *prtjatel- are 
excluded (the excluded forms show no discernible patterning). The reflex pattern o f С 'й  is the 
only one that could be considered as the clear result o f the natural development o f  WSlk.
A s in MSlk, in WSlk there are two features that do not show consistent reflex patterns, and 
therefore provide evidence against a developing interdialectal phonological norm. The reflexes 
o f 6 do not show any clear patterns o f any type. The reflexes o f r' do not show any clearly 
discernible patterns, but may exhibit a trend toward consistency along the expected natural 
WSlk development in the later texts.
Thus, o f the 11 features that show consistent interdialectal reflex patterns (including the 
reflexes from à here). 10 can be explained by reference to the Cz model, and anywhere from
3 to 7 can be explained by reference to the WSlk model (depending on the degree o f certainty). 
This leaves 2 phonological features that do not exhibit clear, uniform reflex patterns for the 
entire WSlk territory.
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C H A P T E R  V I: IN V ESTIG A TIO N  O F T H E  CEN TRA L SLO V A K  CO R PU S
A nalysis o f th e  tex tual d a ta
1) vocalization o f strong  ъ  an d  ь  (292 forms ( ъ and ь  together))
Based on the reasoning presented in (he MSIk chapter, the CSlk analysis o f this process 
considers only jers in roots, prefixes and suffixes, and not jers in nominal desinences.
Jer vocalization is expected to produce a wide range of reflexes in CSlk, including о  * e , a  . 
â , u o , je  (refer to the ъ , ь  reflex table for exact distribution). The forms attested in the texts 
show only four instances o f an a  reflex: <lukan> (4x) (G pl. п.) (К гетпіса 1569 (3x) and 
Kal'amenová 1571), and only 20 random instances o f an 0 reflex.
Examples: (< ъ) <messtok>, <nadowsseczko>, <statok>, <sstwertok>, <vhol>,
<wo>, <zacžynok>, <zamok>
(< ь  ) <súdobney>. <sprawodlywu>
The remainder o f the forms exhibit an e  reflex.
Examples: (<  ъ) <czwrtek>, <mesteczku>, <patek>, <podepsanych>,
<predesslich>, <statek>, <we>, <wen>
(< ь  ) <den>, <luczek> (G pi. f.), <otecz>, <Sluzebnyk>,
<sprawedliwost>, <sluzeb> (G pi. f.)
There are also examples o f къ>  ku as seen in MSIk and WSlk. It is interesting to note, 
however, that the instances of къ>  ke are far more numerous in CSlk than in WSlk 
(comprising roughly one fourth o f the attested examples o f къ ), even though the expected 
development here would be къ > к о .
2) developm ent o f syllabic f a n d  /  (and related  С гъ С  and  CTbC)
(204 reforms, 79 /-forms)
a) syllabic f  (and related  С гъ С )
In CSlk the phonological development of both r  and СгъС  is expected to produce a 
single r reflex everywhere except in the sequence Ą־• > čer- .  The majority o f  the attested 
forms reflect this complementary distribution.
Examples: (< r) <cžiemey> (< *čf Vi•)» <czerwenych> (< *čfV•), <čtwrte>,
<držal>, <hrdlo>, <krmil>, <prwe>, <potwrdili>. <smrty>,
<srdcze>, <teprw>, <trhu>, <trpel>, <wrchu>
(< гъ) <drwa>, <opatmeho>. <opatmostem>, <pokrwnych>,
<wopatmy>
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There are 26 exceptions, 22 o f  which are concentrated in five texts from only three towns: 
Partiz. L'upča 1551 & 1559, Dob Štubfta 1566, Jelšava 1567b &  1572. O f these five texts, 
only Partiz. L'upča 1551 contains exclusively exceptional forms, the other four texts exhibit 
forms containing the expected reflex alongside the exceptional forms. For each o f the 26 
exceptions, there are attested counter-examples where the same root exhibits the expected 
development. Thus, there does not seem to be any geographical, chronological» grammatical or 
phonological pattem in the distribution o f  these exceptions. It should be noted that o f the 
alternate reflexes represented here, the sequences יir- ,  •ro• are also found in the exceptions in 
the MSlk texts and the sequences - r o - , -er- are found in the WSlk texts. The CSlk texts have 
added the -ri- reflex to this group.
Examples: <czwiert>, <derzety>. <podtwerdzenie>, <priw>, <sstwertok>,
<teprov>, <werchu>, <wyrchu>, <zwerchu>, <zwrichu>
b) syllabic /  (and  re la ted  C tb C )
The development o f both /  and СІъС  is expected to produce a single /  reflex in nCSIk.
In sCSlk /  from both the sequence СІъС  and original /  is expected to produce a number of 
reflexes varying according to dialect region and phonological environment -  w-sCSlk: /  ; 
с-sCSlk: 1 י0 16  \ е-sCSlk: / , l ú , l u , 01, o y . The are unfortunately no clear textual examples 
o f  СІъС  in this CSlk section, and the reflexes o f  /  attested in the texts show a pattem more 
like that expected for Cz. As in Cz, the reflexes here show:
/ ' >  /  / labials :
Examples: <mlczet>, <uplne>, <vplneho>, <zuplnu>
/  > lu elsewhere:
Examples: <dluh>, <dluhy>, <dlužen>, <dluznikow>, <domluwa>,
<mluwil>, <prodluhowany>, <zmluva>
The one slight deviation from this reflex pattem, differing not in the nature o f  the reflex, but 
in the quality o f  the vowel, is found sporadically in the root *mļv־ . There are nine instances of 
this root with an  0 vowel rather than the expected и .
Examples: <mlovy>, <mlowil>, <primlowu>, <rozmlowime>
These exceptions do not occur in any specific geographical o r chronological pattem.
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3) fro n tin g  and  ra is in g  o f long an d  sh o rt á % a / C 9_ Ç \  С __י #
(109 long ó-forms, 312 short ű (forms״
a) long &
For the same reasons discussed in the MSIk chapter, & from contraction in soft-stem 
adjectival desinences is no( considered here. Thus, as in the MSIk and W Slk chapters, the most 
common sources o f  long á  in the CSlk texts are:
a) contraction in the G  sg., N  pi. and A  pi. endings o f  neuter nouns in bje ,
e.g., *sbdorvbja (same form for aU three cases)
b) contraction o f *-bja- in certain noun and verb stenu, e.g., *prbjateijb , *prbjati
c) long {  in certain stems, e.g., *pinądzb . *vçtje
d) long 4 in PrA P forms o f /-stem verbs (and deverbal adj ,s. based on PrAP forms).
e.g., *prosąci (N sg. f. PrAP), *prosące (N pi. m. PrAP)
In nCSlk the expected development o f long â  is â > jã  > ja  , everywhere except Orava 
where various reflexes ( à \  é , á , i a . a ) are expected, ln sCSlk the expected reflexes are 
regionally varied with â > j â > j q  in w-sCSlk, á > é > e j  inc-sC Slk, and â  > á ' in е-sCSlk. 
As was noted in the introductory reflex table for long â , the change â > ja  >  ja  was still in 
progress throughout the 16th century in nCSlk and w-sCSlk. Thus the appearance o f both iä 
reflexes and ja  reflexes is to  be expected in texts from these areas, especially in the earlier 
decades o f the century.
The textual examples o f  neuter noun forms ending in *-bja exhibit, with only two 
exceptions, a fronted and raised i  reflex.
Examples: <pozdraweny> (G sg.), <psany> (G sg.), <swedomy> (N pl.),
<sstiesti> (G sg.), <1idolj>  (G sg.), <zdravi> (G sg.)
except <meskane> (G sg.) (Jelšava 1567a);
<roskazane> (G sg.) (Jelšava 1572)
The exceptional e reflex may indicate the development a >  a  expected for the Jelšava 
(e-sCSik) region, since <e> was one possible graphemic representation o f the Slk phonemes 
/  ä / / י   i ' I in 16th century orthographic practice. It may also show the intermediate stage jä  of 
the nCSlk/w-sCSlk development. A third possible explanation for these forms is that they 
illustrate the intermediate stage o f the с -sCSlk development â  >  è  > e j , expected just to the 
west o f the ielšava region. Finally they might also reflect the intermediate stage o f  the expected 
Cz development â > é  > í . This would not be surprising since the spelling <ie> in this 
position was in use until the mid 16th century in Cz orthography.
The textual examples with word'intema) *-ь/а- again consist almost entirely o f various 
forms derived from the root *prbja- .
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As discussed in the MSlk chapter, the various declensional and derivative forms from the 
stem *prbjatel- are originally expected to exhibit the following distribution o f reflexes in Cz:
1 ) /  in the sg. as well as N/V pi. o f  *prbjateljb and in all derived forms such as 
*prbjateljbstvo/‘bsrvije and *prbjateljbskbjb, 2) á in the remaining pi. forms o f *prbjateljb. 
In CSlk this division o f  forms is not relevant and all forms o f *prbjatel׳  are expected to show 
prja - iprja -) , pre{׳ , p rá ׳ , depending upon the dialect region.
What is attested in the texts is a seemingly random mixture o f forms in a and forms in ! .  
O f the 24 attested forms o f *prbjatel- .  9  exhibit an a reflex, while 15 show an / reflex.
There is no apparent geographical pattem since both reflexes occur throughout the area and at 
tim es side by side in the same text. There is also no apparent chronological distribution o f the 
competing forms. Both reflexes occur in essentially all attested positions, so there is no 
grammatical o r phonological pattern either.
Examples: (>  a) <pratelow> (G p i) ,  <przatelom> (D pl.), <pr2a 1ely> (A pl.),
<przatele> (V p i) ,  <wpratelstwy>, <pratelsky>
(>  i ) <pritelow> (G p l ) ,  <pr2 itelom> (D  p l) ,  <prytely> (A p i) ,
<przitele> (N pl.), <prytel> (N sg.), <prittelsky>
The four attestations o f the adj. *prbjaznivbjb and the noun *prbjainb show only various 
stages o f  fronting and raising» with no examples o f an a reflex.
Examples: <przieznive>, <prziznywe>, <prziznywim>; <Pryzen>
The only textual example o f the p i  !•part, *prbjali ( < -  *prbjati) shows an e  reflex: 
<preli> (KláStorp. Zniev. 1531).
Finally, there are two forms from the verb *Ibjati attested in the texts, one showing an e 
reflex, the other an a  reflex: <nalieli> (p i  1-part.) (Partiz. L'upča 1568); <naliawssy> (N p i  
m. PAP) (Partiz. L'upča 1571).
Again, the three e  reflexes (< -bja- ) cited above may indicate the intermediate 
nCSlk/w-sCSlk ļā  reflex, since the development å > ja  > ja  was still in progress at this time. 
However, they again may also reflect the intermediate stage o f Cz development with é 
(recalling that the spelling <ie> in this position was in use until the mid 16th century in Cz 
orthography).
The attested reflexes deriving from long {  in stems also exhibit a fronted and raised i 
reflex. The only form that deviates slightly again appears to illustrate either the nCSlk/w-sCSlk 
intermediate jā  stage, o r the Cz intermediate stage with é .
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Examples: <mesicze>, <pemze> (A  pl.)• <stiznosty>, <wycze> 
except <steznost> (Mošovce 1567)
Likewise, the attested /-stem PrAP forms (and deverbal adj's, derived from them) with 
long i  all exhibit the fronted and raised reflex.
Examples: <chtic2e>, <ležiczyh>, <mluwicz>t <neh)edice>, <prawycze>
There is an additional related source o f long i  in the texts in the 3rd pi. n-p. o f i-stem 
verbs. The only textual example o f  this also exhibits a fronted and raised i reflex: <sedzy> 
(Orav. Zámok 1574).
b) sh o rt a
A complementary distribution o f  the reflexes a and å  is expected for short a everywhere 
in the CSlk territory (with exclusive a  found only marginally in the Oravskÿ dialect in nCSlk 
and in е-sCSlk). Since there was no grapheme in 16th century orthography to render /  ä  /, this 
phoneme was sometimes spelled < a > , sometimes < e > . There are only four lexical items
attested with the environment expected to produce the reflex â  (i.eM labial___), and they show
near uniformity o f reflex for each item: *devçtb- one form with a  ; *pam ątb- all 13 forms 
have e  ; *pçtb- 12 forms have e , 2 forms have a  ; *svçtb jb-  all 9 forms have a . Thus this 
problem of orthography should not affect the analysis here. It should be noted that the attested 
reflexes for these lexical items are essentially identical to those found in modem Cz.
The textual data show a mixture o f  a  and e reflexes. Although there are many examples 
o f the a  reflex in the texts, the majority o f the attested forms show the e reflex.
Examples: (> e) <dekugy>, <desedt>. <dne> (G sg. m.), <mlczet>, <obyczejem>,
<przisežny>, <richta1ze>  (G  sg. m.), <se> (refi, pron.),
<teletie>, <tie> (G  sg. pron.), < ^ 1essko>, <zet>
While the a reflexes found in the texts can be interpreted as the normal CSlk developments 
they can, for the most part, also be explained according to Cz development where analogical 
leveling realigned the expected reflexes -  i.e., a  reflexes were reintroduced into forms in
С __ C' (that had undergone a > e) by analogy to similar forms in C' C ' (that did not
develop a > e)
Examples: <czasse> (cf. la s ) ; <krestane> (c£ krestian), <przysazny> (cf. pr(sahä)\ 
<swatem>, <Swatey> (cf. ivafÿ); <wzali>, <wzawssy> (cf. v2alt vrav); 
<Vrzadnyka> (cf. ûrad)
(the form in parenthesis indicates an OCz form with a > a  in the hard
С __ С * environment that could have served as a  possible basis for
analogical e  - >  a  in the soft С __ С  form attested in the texts)
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There are textual examples with the a reflex that cannot easily be explained in (his manner, 
but such examples are few (14) and are randomly distributed throughout the territory.
Examples: <dewat>, <muža> (G sg. m.). <obyczagem>, <pyatom> (D num.!),
<sa> (refl. pron.)
As in the MSik and WSlk texts, in the CSlk corpus there are also examples o f an e reflex 
where it is not supported by the phonological environment in Slk or Cz (i.e., in forms with
С __ С ״ ). Cz paradigms that contained alternating hard С __״ C* -  soft С __ С
environments, and thus alternating a -  e as a result o f the a > e process, often underwent 
analogical leveling in favor o f the a  , as was suggested above. The forms with the 
unwarranted e reflex are most likely also due to such Cz analogical leveling, this time based 
on related forms supporting the e reflex (i.e., forms with С __ C' ).
Examples: <pusstel> (cf. púSeili), <drzell> (cf. d riè li\  <slissel> (cf. sly Silt)
(the form in parenthesis indicates an OCz form with a > e in the soft
С __ С  environment that could have served as a possible basis for
analogical a  - >  e in the hard C'__ С 9 form attested in the texts)
In general, the patterns o f development and analogy seen in the texts are reminiscent o f  the 
Cz patterns. Only the 14 a  forms not explainable by analogy and 9 o f  the a forms that might 
be explained by analogy fall outside the developments expected and attested in Cz.
4) fron ting  o f  long and  sh o rt ú , и / С 9__  (217 forms ( w and и together))
Regional variation is expected in CSlk for the reflexes of long and short и . The data from
nCSIk and most o f sCSlk are expected to show a consistent и reflex throughout the region, 
while an t reflex is expected everywhere in с-sCSlk. The textual examples, however, exhibit a 
relatively uniform i reflex for the entire CSlk territory with only 31 exceptions scattered
randomly throughout The exceptions exhibit both an и reflex and an ou reflex (including
one instance o f  au  ). An ou reflex is the expected reflex in the CSlk I sg. desinence o f hard-
stem f. adj's, and nouns. According to Pauliny (1990.68, 132,172) this hard• stem desinence 
was borrowed into the soft-stem declensions in CSlk already by the 13th century. The 11 
attested ou  reflexes are, in fact, restricted to 1 sg. f. adj *s., nouns and pron *s. However, there 
are also textual examples o f  I sg. f. adj's, and nouns with the i reflex, as well as I sg. f. nouns 
with the и  reflex, so there is no grammatical patterning here. The 20 attested и reflexes do 
not appear to present any particular geographical, chronological, grammatical o r phonological 
pattem.
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Exampks: (> i ) <dekugy> (1st sg. n-p.)• <gy> (A  sg. f. pron.), <gyz>.
<lidem>, <ncdcly> (A sg. f.), <nemagy> (3rd pl. n״p.),
<obecnj> (I sg. f. adj.), <oczy> (D sg. m.). <peczety> (1 sg. f.). 
<prislibil>, <vžiwany> (D sg. п.), <vassy> (A sg. f. adj.),
<znagicze> (PrAP)
(> u) <konczu> (D sg. m.), <ludy>, <nassu> (A sg. f. adj.),
<nedelu> (A sg. f.)t <paniu> (I sg. f.),
<wyhledawagu> (3rd. pl. п-p.). <yuss>
(>  ou) <menssow>, <nasszau> (I sg. f. adj's.); <nou> (1 sg. f. pron.); 
<peczetow>, <piwniczow>, <vecov> (I sg. f. nouns)
5) d iphthongization  o f long 6 an d  4  (152 (5-forms, 130 'é-forms)
a) long ô
As discussed in the MSlk section on long 6 , nominal desinences are not considered in the 
analysis o f this phonological development.
The development o f long 6 is expected to produce a consistent diphthong reflex uo in the 
entire nCSIk region and portions o f sCSlk. Various diphthong and monophthong reflexes 
( ua , v a , a . 6 ) are expected for certain areas o f c״sCSlk and e*sCSlk. What is attested in the 
texts, however, is a mixture o f the same three reflexes found in the MSlk and WSlk texts: о , 
uo , и . As in the WSlk texts, the uo reflex, attested in 85 (56%) o f the textual examples, is the 
dominant reflex here. This would seem to indicate partial agreement with the expected pattern 
for the region, although the percentage o f these uo reflexes is fairly low. The remaining 44% 
of the textual forms is divided almost evenly between the о  and и reflexes -  35 (23%) o f  the 
examples contain the 0 reflex» and 32 (21%) o f the forms show the и reflex. There is no 
discernible geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological distribution pattern for 
any o f the three reflexes.
Examples: (> 0) <dom>. <pol>, <swoy>. <wobecz>, <zostathy>
(> uo) <buoh>, <duom>, <duowot>, <muozeme>. <puol>,
<spuosob>. <swuog>. <wuobecz>, <wuole>, <zuostat>
(> 14) <buh>, <dûm>, <duchotku>, <muž>, <pul>, <spusobem>,
<wulj>, <zustati>
As stated in the section in Chapter ם  on orthography, a certain amount o f orthographic 
inconsistency is to be expected in the representation of the reflexes from long ô  in texts from 
the 16th century. The development ó > y ó > ú  was completed in Cz by the end o f  the 15th 
century, but the spellings <0> and <uo> were in use alongside <u> in Cz orthography until 
well into the 16th century. Thus, <0> could represent both ô  and û , and <uo> could
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represent both uà and й , in addition to <u> =  û in texts from this period. The problem is 
especially acute in texts from the f in t half o f the 16th century when this orthographic instability 
w as greatest. It was suggested in the section in Chapter U on orthography that examining only 
post-1550 texts might reduce the effects o f this orthographic inconsistency on the phonological 
analysis. As can be seen below, limiting the corpus to only post-1550 texts changes the overall 
percentages o f reflex distribution very little.
T ex tually  a tte s te d  CSlk reflexes o f  long 6  -  1550-90 tex ts  only
о -forms Ko-forms «-forms total forms
29(25% ) 56(48% ) 31(27% ) 116
This temporal limitation imposed to reduce the effects o f orthographic ambiguity on the 
phonological analysis produces essentially the same result as originally obtained. The textual 
forms containing original long ô  show fairly strong percentages o f  all three reflexes. There is 
no discernible geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological distribution pattern for 
any o f  the three reflexes.
b ) 10n g  V
For the reasons presented in the MSIk chapter, in this section once again 'é from 
contraction in adjectival desinences is not considered. This includes 'é from contraction in 
both the hard-stem and soft-stem adjectival declension classes.
The most prevalent sources o f  ,é  in the CSlk texts are:
a) contraction in the N/A sg., D  pi. endings o f  neuter nouns in * • t je . *-bstvije ,
e.g., *sbdorvbje (N/A sg.). *stdorvbjem b  (D pi.)
b) long Í  in nominal and infinitival stems, e.g., *d ë lo , *jbméti , *mèsto , *vera
c) long /  in the n-p. stems o f  several verbs, e.g.. *vemb(<— *védeti), *umëfm) (< -  *ume ti)
Sim ilar to long 6 , long 'i is expected to produce a consistent diphthong reflex ļe  in the
entire nCSlk region and portions o f  sCSlk. while various diphthong and monophthong reflexes 
( ļa  , ja  , é  ) are expected for certain areas o f с-sCSlk and е -sCSlk. It is necessary to remember 
here that the N/A sg. n. forms in *-bje did not develop as expected in CSlk. A s mentioned in 
the reflex table for long 'é , the phonological continuation o f  the *-bje ending was replaced 
fairly early by an entirely new ending • a  in CSlk. This ending underwent the development 
• à  > -ļa in most o f  CSlk, with some o f the same regional differences as seen in the 
development o f other instances o f  'á .
W ith the foregoing in mind, it is interesting to note that the neuter noun forms in *-b je , 
*‘bstvije exhibit a nearly consistent raised / reflex, with only three exceptions.
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Examples: <kupeny> (A sg.)« <przedani> (N sg.), <svedomi> (A sg.)
except <podtwerd2enie> (A sg.) (Jelšava 1567b); <wyznanie> (N sg,), 
<podtwerdzenie> (A sg.) (Jelšava 1572)
Interestingly, the three exceptions all occur in the Jelšava texts in е-sCSlk and ail exhibit a 
ie reflex. The exceptional ie reflex may indicate the further development •’á >  -á ' expected 
for the e*sCSlk region, since <e> was one possible graphemic representation o f the Slk 
phonemes /  a  / , /  á '/  in 16th century orthographic practice. The three ie forms may also reflect 
the intermediate nCSlk/w-sCSlk jà  reflex, since the development 'á > ja  > ja  was stili in 
progress at this time. However, they may also reflect the intermediate stage o f  Cz development 
,ë  > [ë >  ( (recalling that the spelling <ie> in this position was in use until the m id 16th 
century in Cz orthography).
Nominal and verbal (inf. and n-p.) stems with long /  show a mixture o f  the reflexes e 
and ו in the texts. O f the 84 forms containing long 57 show an e reflex and 25 show an
i reflex (2 forms contain an a  reflex). It is interesting to note that this is essentially the 
opposite o f the distribution o f these two reflexes in this environment in the W Slk texts, where 
the i reflex was dominant over the e reflex. Tbere does not seem to be any geographical, 
chronological, grammatical or phonological patterning in the distribution o f either o f  these 
reflexes in CSlk. Three o f  the texts contain exclusively the 1 reflex: Dol. Štubfta 1567, 
KaTamenová 1571, Orav. Zámok 1574» while 16 texts exhibit only the e reflex. However, 
there are several texts that contain both reflexes.
Examples: <wie[m)> -  <newy[m]> (Žamovica 1548)
<sienow> -  <syny> (Partiz. Lupča 1588b)
In general both reflexes occur in essentially all attested environments.
Examples; (>  i ) <dyl>, <dytky>, <dywky>, <miste>, <myti>. <nerozdilnu>.
<vite>, <zminku>
(> e) <dietky>, <dievka>. <meru>, <mesto>, <mietì>. <nesmie>.
<newiette>, <strielal>, <vieru>, <zmienku>. <žriedlo>
As discussed in the section in Chapter II on orthography, conservative Czech orthographic 
practices continued the use o f  the grapheme <ie> during the first half o f  the 16th century 
(alongside <i> ) despite the completion o f  the phonological change 'ë > jé  > i  in Cz before the 
end o f the 15th century. This allows for two possible interpretations o f the grapheme <ie> in 
the earliest (pre-1550) texts o f the CSlk corpus under investigation here: as an archaic 
representation o f / ,  or as an accurate representation o f j e . This possible ambiguity o f the
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grapheme <ie> does not play a crucial role in this portion o f  the study, however, since the 
CSlk forms attested before 1550 show only 9 instances o f < ie > . The majority o f  ihe forms in 
<ie> occur from 1550 onward when they can generally be interpreted as representing ļ e .
6) d iph thong ization  o f  long û /С Г__  (355 forms (422 with I sg. f. forms))
In contrast to the analyses o f long и /  С 9___in the preceding two chapters (and in the
following ESlk chapter), the analysis here will not take into account I sg. f. noun, pron. and adj. 
forms. According to Pauliny (1963,97-100; 1990,64) and Vāžny (1 9 6 4 ,114) the 
development o f  these I sg. f. forms in CSlk was as follows: *zenojq > *ženoju > ienou 
(i.e., first denasalizadon, then loss o f  jo t (but no contraction)); while in the rest o f Slk the 
development followed a different course: *zenojq >  *zenĄ > zenu (i.e., loss o f jo t (with 
contraction), then denasalization). Thus, in CSlk there never was a long û in this position. 
Instead there existed from early on an original ou desinence (not! ou < au <  ú), hence the 
exclusion o f  the I sg. f. noun, pron. and adj. forms from consideration in this section. 
Unfortunately, the attested examples o f the 1 sg. f. nouns, pron’s. and adj's, only partially 
support this. O f the 67 textual examples o f  these I sg. f. forms, 37 (55%) exhibit an auJou 
desinence, but 30 (45%) show an и desinence.
Examples: (> ou) <kurwow>, <manzelkow>, <prisahow>, <sebow>
(> и) <manzelku>, <ruku>, <svatu>, <vieru>
Nevertheless, these 1 sg. f. forms do account for 37 (61%) o f  the 61 total forms in auiou in 
the CSlk texts, so their exclusion from the analysis has a definite impact on the overall picture 
o f the distribution o f  the reflexes o f long « / С '__ in the CSlk territory.
Long w in a hard environment is expected to produce a long û reflex throughout the entire 
CSlk territory, however both и and au/ou reflexes are attested in the texts. The exclusion o f 
the 1 sg. f. forms leaves a definite majority o f forms with the и reflex in the texts.
Examples: <bem > (3rd pi. п-p.), <gduczim> (PrAP), <jsu>, <kupeny>,
<kteru> (A  sg. f. adj.). <mudry>, <poruczam>, <postupyl>,
<sudcy>, <sused>, <urednjka>, <wladnuti>, <zobu> (G)
Only 24 of the attested non-I sg. f. forms exhibit the diphthong reflex. The distribution o f 
these 24 exceptions does not seem to form any geographical, chronological, grammatical or 
phonological pattem. They occur throughout the territory and in essentially all attested 
positions.
Examples: <gsaucz> (PrAP), <kaupyl>, <kterauss> (A sg. f. adj.), <obou> (G),
<sau>, <sausedom>, <auterzy>
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Cz orthographic practices o f the early 16th century again play a role when analyzing the 
reflexes o f  long ú in this CSlk corpus. As mentioned in the section in Chapter П on 
orthography, the change ú > ац > оц was completed in Cz by the end o f the 15th century, but 
the grapheme <au> did not prevail over <u> in the representation o f  аи/оц until the middle 
o f the 16th century. Thus the grapheme <u> could denote both ú and ay/ou  in texts from 
the first half o f the century. This is not a  critica] issue in the analysis o f  the CSlk texts, 
however, since they exhibit almost exclusively the <u> grapheme, whether considering texts 
before 1550 (97% и-forms), texts from 1550 onward (92% и-forms), o r the entire corpus 
(93%  w-forms). The forms in <u> that occur from 1550 onward can generally be interpreted 
as representing и ; and since the use o f <u> was on the decline in Czech texts already toward 
the middle of the 16th century, it is unlikely that such a  high consistency in the use o f <u> in 
the CSUc texts o f the 1530s and 1540s would be due simply to rentention o f  a fading archaic 
orthographic practice.
7) assib ilation  o f d / __ j  (54 forms)
The sequence d+j is expected to develop into j  everywhere in the CSlk territory. The 
textual data show both a j  and a z reflex, with the 2 reflex exhibited in a majority (exactly 
two-thirds) o f the attested forms. There does not appear to be any geographical, chronological 
o r grammatical distribution pattem for either o f  the reflexes. They both occur throughout the 
territory. Some texts show consistent use o f  only one reflex, while other texts have a mixture 
o f both. Both reflexes appear in essentially all attested positions.
Examples: (> z) <mezy>, <Narozeni>, <nesnaze>, <potwrzeny>, <vrozeny>,
<vsazen>
(> j )  <medzy>, <Naroczeny>, <posadzeny>, <podtwerdzenie>, 
<przichaczegycz>, <vrodzeny>
8) assibilation o f d , / / __e 9 / ,  e ,  ft » ç  (i.e., all fro n t vowels) (340 4-form s, 630 ;-forms)
a  ) d / __€ / י ,  ę
The sequence d*front vowel is expected to produce a non-assibilated d  (or d  ) reflex 
everywhere in CSlk, except in some areas o f е-sCSlk where one environment produces ļ .
The textual examples show a  non-assibilated d  reflex with only three exceptions, all o f  which 
occur in the same nCSIk text.
Examples : <dety> (-<#-), <swobodyl> (4Й-), <naydethe> (4 k -), <den> (-</$•),
<lidmi> (-4$-)• <dekugy> (•d<־)
except. <dzyll>, <dzylw>, <sedzy> (3rd pl. n-p. <  *sedtftb} ) (Orav. Zám ok 1574)
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b) t / __é ,  і , е , ь ,  f
The sequence t *front vowel is also expected to produce a non-assibilated ?  (o r r ) reflex 
everywhere in CSlk, again with the exception o f some areas o f е -sCSlk where some 
environments produce č . The textual examples again exhibit almost exclusively a non- 
as si bila ted t reflex.
Exemples: <tele> (-ré•). <swetili> (-«-), <ste> (•/e•). <otecz> (-/$-),
<petczethmy> (-tø-)• <2tiezowany> (-tą-)
There are six exceptions illustrating assibilation, however they are restricted to only two 
regions.
Example«: <oblicznoscziv>, <ssecz>, <poczcziwem> (Ružomberok 1555a, b) 
<nedopuszczietty> (< -ír-), <chcel>, <nechceli> (JelSava 1567a, b)
It is interesting to note that the form <oblicznoscziv> is not a Slk o r Cz form, but rather an 
OP01 form where the change t>  č  is expected. Also, it is precisely е-sCSlk, where Jelšava is 
located, that is expected to show the change •št• >  -ic- , seen here in the form 
<nedopuszczieny>.
A s stated in the MSIk and WSlk chapters, the issue o f the softness o f  d  and t  in this 
environment will not be addressed here, as the only concern o f this section is the presence or 
absence o f assibilation. The softness o f consonants was not consistently marked in the texts of 
this period. It would therefore be difficult to determine accurately the extent to which the 
presence or absence of softness in any given text was due to phonological changes o r simply to 
inadequacies o f  orthography.
9) palatalization  o f r / __e ,  / ,  e , ь , ę  yj  (i.e., all fro n t vowels an d  J) (529 forms)
In CSlk, a hard r  reflex is expected to develop everywhere from the sequence 
r*front vowel, j . The textual data present a mixed picture showing both hard r  and 
palatal r  reflexes.
Examples: (> r)  <stredu> (-ré-), <pristwpil> (״ri•), <reczenem> (-re-),
<urednjka> (׳ rą-)t <hospodar> (-r/-)
(> f)  <p01rzebie> (-rč-), <trziczet> (•rí־)» <berze> (-re-),
<Vrzadnyka> (־rç•)
O f the 46 total texts, 26 contain exclusively o r almost exclusively the r  reflex (r-only 
texts), 8 contain exclusively o r almost exclusively the r  reflex (r-only texts), and 12  contain a 
mixture o f  both reflexes (mixed texts). These numbers contrast sharply with those found in
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W Slk where the /*only texts were almost as numerous as the other two types combined. There 
does not seem to be any geographical or chronological distribution o f the few /-on ly  texts in 
CSlk. N or does there seem to be any general grammatical o r phonological distribution o f the 
two reflexes when they occur together in mixed texts. In fact, different reflexes often occur in 
different examples o f the same lexical item in a  single text.
Examples: <Richtar> -  <Richtaxz> (Sklabifia 1564)
<ptjsažny> -  <pfisažny> (V eliíná 1584)
As w as noted in the previous chapters, in the texts from this period it is not uncommon to 
find a /  reflex in environments where it was phonologically unjustified o r had already been 
removed by analogy (in Cz and/or Pol). There are 20 such forms in the CSlk corpus.
Examples: <auterzy>, <bratrza> (G sg. m.), <dobrzeho> (G sg. n. adj.),
<kterza> (N sg. f. adj.). <Mudrzim> (D pl. m. adj.), <Rzchtarzy>
As in W Slk, in CSlk such forms occur in only two o f the three text types, r-only texts 
(16 forms) and mixed texts (4 forms).
S um m ary  analysis o f th e  a ttested  CSlk reflex patterns
!)vocalization o f strong ъ  and ь
A variety o f reflexes is expected from the vocalization o f the jers in CSlk, however, the 
texts show a highly consistent e reflex with relatively limited exceptions. It is unlikely that 
this represents the generalizing o f  the e reflex expected indigenously in certain environments.
It is more probable that the distribution reflects the presence o f the Cz norm, where the e reflex 
is expected in all forms.
2) development o f syllabic f  and /  (and related СгъС and СіъС  )
a) syllabic r  (and related СгъС  )
For r and СгъС, the textual data reflect the expected complementary distribution o f f  and 
der- reflexes, with a relatively small number o f exceptions. Since a complementary distribution 
is expected for the entire territory and that is what is attested, this feature would seem to indicate 
the natural development o f  a CSlk norm. It is also possible that the textual distribution shows 
the presence o f the Cz norm, since forms that could potentially show differences between the 
expected CSlk and Cz patterns are only minimally attested. However, the three such 
differentiating forms that are attested all show the expected CSlk reflex and not the expected Cz 
reflex.
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b) syllabic /  (and related СІъС  )
For /  and С/ъС, the distribution pattern o f the reflexes is expected to be regionally varied. 
However, the reflexes attested in the texts present a  nearly uniform picture for all o f CSlk 
similar to the complementary distribution expected in Cz. This would seem to indicate the 
presence o f the Cz norm in the CSlk texts.
3) fronting and raising o f  long and short á , a /  С __ C \  С __#
a) long á
The reflexes from the development o f  long á  are expected to be regionally varied. 
However, if  the forms o f  *prbjatel- are excluded, a fairly consistent i reflex is attested in the 
texts. This attested distri bution seems to indicate the presence o f  the Cz norm. Even the fornis 
o f  *prbjatel- 1 which present no discernible geographical, chronological, grammatical or 
phonological pattem of reflex distribution, exhibit a two״thirds majority o f the i reflex. As 
noted in the WSlk chapter, the inconsistency in the forms o f  *prbjatel- is regarded as a 
peculiarity o f the individual lexical items derived from this one particular stem. This 
inconsistency is therefore not considered significant for the results o f this investigation.
b) short a
The development o f short a  is expected to produce a  complementary distribution o f  a  and 
a reflexes (with exclusive à  found only marginally in the Oravsky dialect in nCSlk and in 
е-sCSlk). The texts show a mixture o f  a  and e reflexes, and not according to the expected 
complementary distribution. Analogical leveling, common in Cz paradigms that exhibited a  -  e 
alternations as a result o f this process, can account to a great degree for the distribution attested 
in the texts (although there are some attested forms that cannot be explained in this way). In 
general, the patterns o f development and analogy seen in the texts would seem to indicate the 
presence o f  the Cz norm.
4) fronting o f long and short û , и / C'__
Consistent reflexes are expected for CSlk according to the following dialect divisions: 
c-sCSlk = i ; nCSlk, w-sCSIk, е -sCSlk = и . The textual examples, however, exhibit a 
relatively uniform 1 reflex for the entire CSlk territory. It is unlikely that this indicates the 
spread o f the geographically restricted с-sCSlk reflex to include the entire remainder o f the 
CSlk region. However, the expected Cz reflex is also / . Thus it is more probable that the 
textual distribution reflects the presence o f  the Cz norm.
5) diphthongization o f long ô and 'é
a) long ô
Long 6 is expected to produce a consistent uo  reflex for much o f the CSlk territory, with 
variation in portions o f the sCSlk region. The texts show the reflexes о , uo , и , with little 
evidence o f consistent patterning in the distribution o f  any o f the three attested reflexes.
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b) long 'é
Long 'é , following a pattem nearly identical to long 6 , is expected to produce a 
consistent ļe  reflex for much o f the CSUc territory, with variation in portions o f the sCSlk 
region. The textual data show a  fairly even ratio o f e and i reflexes with no apparent 
geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological patterning.
6) diphthongization o f long й  / C*__
For this process the expected CSlk reflex is long й . Excluding the I sg. f. noun. adj. and 
pron, forms which present a special problem in CSlk. the data show an и reflex with only 
m inor exceptions. Since a uniform reflex is expected for the entire territory and that is what is 
attested, this feature appears to reflect the natural development o f a CSlk norm.
7) assibilation o f  d !___j
The reflex j  is expected eveiywhere in CSlk, but the attested examples show the reflexes 
j  and 2  . While 2  appears in a two-thirds majority o f  the attested forms, neither $  nor 2 
exhibits a pattem of any type in its textual distribution.
S) assibilation o f  d , t /__ e , І , e , ь  , ç  (i.e., all front vowels)
a ) d  ì b r i
For the sequence d+front vow el, a non-assibilated d  reflex is expected everywhere in 
CSlk. with the exception o f a  small region o f restricted $  in sCSlk. The attested examples 
show almost exclusively a non-assibilated reflex. This could indicate that the CSlk majority 
d  reflex spread to the regionally and phonologicaJly restricted instances o f the j 1 reflex. 
However, the expected Cz reflex is also non-assibilated d . Therefore it is also possible that 
the textual distribution reflects the presence o f the Cz norm. This is supported by the fact that 
the forms in sCSlk which could potentially have the jf reflex show not only a d  reflex but 
also an otherwise Cz phonological shape.
b)_/ /__ ë
For the sequence t*front vow el, a non-assibilated t reflex is expected everywhere, again 
with the exception o f a small region in sCSUc with restricted č . The texts show a  non- 
assibilated reflex with very few exceptions. While this could indicate the spread of the majority 
t reflex, it is also possible that the texts again reflect the presence o f the Сг norm, since the 
expected Cz reflex is also non-assibilated t .
9) palatalization o f  r I__ ë , / , e t ь , ą J  (i.e., all front vowels and j)
The expected reflex from this process is a consistent hard r  throughout the CSlk territory. 
A  clear majority o f the forms exhibit this hard r  reflex, but there is also a  significant number 
o f forms showing a f  reflex. There does not seem to be any geographical, chronological, 
grammatical o r phonological patterning to the distribution o f either the r  o r the f  reflex.
The nine short analysis sections above have again been summarized in tabular form below.
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
ы00

































































































ent naturally created a uniform
 pattern; ' possible leveling w
ithin CSlk to create a uniform
 pattern; { 
) possible alternative to X
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
A s in the MSlk and WSlk chapters, the table here shows evidence for a developing 
interdialectal phonological n o m  in the texts from the CSlk territory. However, here there is 
also fairly strong evidence against it, in that there are four CSlk features that do not seem to 
show consistent interdialectaJ patterns o f any type. The different reflexes o f 6 , è  . d j , r' 
appear to be randomly distributed throughout the CSlk territory.
For those features that do exhibit a consistent pattern o f  reflexes throughout the territory, the 
question is again to what that consistency should be ascribed. The reflexes o f ķ appear to 
show a naturally developed CSlk pattern, however, the attested panem could also have come 
from Cz. The reflexes o f d ’ * 1' show distributions that could have arisen by internal leveling 
within CSlk. Again, however, these patterns could be the result of the external influence o f  Cz. 
The distributions displayed by the reflexes o f Ы ь , / . a , Cúiu  appear to show complete 
dominance o f the Cz norm over the expected CSlk reflexes. The reflexes o f à  also seem to 
display the Cz norm when forms from the stem *prbjatel- are excluded (the excluded forms 
show no discernible patterning). Only the pattern exhibited by the reflexes o f  C 'ú  might be 
considered as the clear result o f the natural development of CSlk.
Thus, o f the 9 features that show consistent interdialectal reflex patterns (including the 
reflexes from â here), 8 can be explained by reference to the Cz model, and anywhere from
2 to 4  can be explained by reference to the CSlk model (depending on the degTte o f certainty). 
This still leaves 4 phonological features that do not exhibit clear, uniform reflex patterns for the 
entire CSlk territory.
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C H A P T E R  V II: IN V E ST IG A T IO N  O F  T H E  E A ST  SLO V A K  C O R PU S
A nalysis o f (he tex tu a l d a ta
1) vocalization o f s tro n g  ъ  an d  ь  (142 forms ( ъ  and ь together))
Based on the reasons discussed in the MSlk chapter, only jers in roots, prefixes and 
suffixes are examined in this section. Jers in nominai desinences are excluded from the 
analysis here.
Jer vocalization in ESlk is expected to produce two phonologicalty conditioned and 
regionally distributed reflexes, e and 0 (refer to the ъ , ь  reflex table for exact distribution). 
The textual data reflect a  nearly exclusive e reflex in all positions everywhere in the ESlk 
territory. The only exceptions are nine examples o f  *къ > ku (there aie also four examples o f 
expected *къ > ke) ,  and the form: <stwa1tok> (Lomné 1572).
Examples: (<  ъ) <cztwrtek>, <pose1>, <statek>. <vpadek>, <wedle>. <wen>
(<  ь  ) <czest>. <dluzen>, <Otecz>, <sluzebnikowy>
2) developm ent o f syllabic f a n d  /  (and re la ted  С гъ С  an d  C t h C )
(34 /*-forms, 33 /•forms)
a) syllabic f  (and  re la ted  С гъ С )
The ESlk development o f  r  is expected to produce a rather complex pattern o f  reflexes in 
complementary distribution, based on hardness and softness o f the syllabic liquid as well as the 
phonological environment in which it developed (refer to the r , j  reflex table for exact 
distribution). The sequence СгъС  is initially expected to show normal ESlk development of 
the jers. with the resulting rV  and r ø  (> r)  reflexes undergoing further changes according to 
the pattem o f  original f  and paradigmatic analogy. The expected final result o f  these processes 
is the complete absence o f  syllabic r  from the phonological inventory o f ESlk. The textual 
examples do not show this, however, since 10 o f the 34 attested forms exhibit a  syllabic r .
Examples: (< <cztwrtek>, <drzel>, <prwsse>, <smrti> (2x), <tztwrte> (׳) 
(<  гъ) <Oppatmim>, <Opatmy>, <opatmy(m)>, <zethrffacz>
These forms with syllabic r  do not appear to show any type o f phonological panem ing and 
derive from both original r  and СгъС. They do not show any type o f geographical or 
chronological distribution either, since they occur in 6 o f the 16 texts that show r  and СгъС, 
and they span the entire territory and four decades.
The remaining 24 attested forms all exhibit the specific Vr /  rV  reflexes expected for ESlk.
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Examples: (<  f)  <c2am y>, <czerwne>, <czwarthy>, <derzeny>, <калгтусК>,
<naiperwei>. <ріпѵу>. <pocyerpyel>. <szmiercziam>,
<stwartok>, <zamo>
(<  гъ) <opatememu>, <Oppatemim>
b) syllabic /  (an d  re la ted  Ch>C)
Like syllabic {־ , syllabic /  is expected (0 show a rather complex set o f  reflexes in 
complementary distribution, based on the hardness and softness o f the /  and on the 
phonological environment in which it developed (refer to the f , /  reflex table for exact 
distribution). The sequence СІъС  is expected to show initial je r  development, with the 
resulting IV 1 10  (> D reflexes developing further according to the pattem of original /  and 
paradigmatic analogy. The final result o f  these expected developments is again the absence of 
the syllabic liquid from the ESlk phonological inventory. The textual data demonstrate this 
expected lack o f syllabic /  with only one exception. There are unfortunately no examples of 
СІъС  in the ESlk corpus. Ail 33 textual examples are instances o f original / , and they occur 
in only four roots.
Examples: (*dfg• *  ‘debt״) <dlustwo>. <dlvgow>, <dluzen>, <dluhy>, <dluhu>
(*df'g• =  *long*) <dJuhe>, <dlugie>, <przedlvzone>, <prodluzowany>,
<dluchye>
(*m/v- ) <rosmluuity>, <prymlowu>
(*p fn - ) <vpelnim>, <2upelna>
except. (*p('n•) <vplnu> (Lomné 1572)
All except the forms o f *m/v- (and the exception <vplnu> ) follow the expected ESlk 
development concerning the quality o f the vocalic element accompanying the liquid. As already 
noted in the WSlk chapter, the root *m(v- is not productive in Slk, however if  it were, the 
expected ESlk result would resemble the OP01 m ołw -. The forms o f  *mļv- attested here, as 
well as all the other textual examples (with the exception o f the forms <vpelnim>, <zupelna>), 
resemble the results expected forC z.
3) fro n tin g  an d  ra ising  o f  long an d  sh o rt à , а / С 9__ C \  C*__ #
(86 long á-form s, 165 short a-forms)
a) long i
For the same reasons discussed in the MSIk chapter, á  from contraction in soft-stern 
adjectival desinences is not considered here. Thus, as in the previous chapters, the most 
common sources o f  long å  in the ESlk texts are:
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a) contraction in the G  sg., N pl. and A  pl. endings o f neuter nouns in *’bje ,
e.g., *sbdorvbja (same form for all three cases)
b) contraction o f *•bja• in certain noun and verb stems, e.g., *prbjateljb, *prbjati
c) long i  in certain stems, e.g., *p è n q h b , *vçtje
In ESlk long á is expected to produce a consistent a reflex throughout the territory.
The textual examples o f  neuter nouns ending in *׳ bja show both an a reflex and a fronted 
and raised i reflex. The i reflex occurs in 20 o f the forms, while the a reflex occurs in 13. 
Although the use o f  either reflex is consistent within a single text, neither reflex shows any 
larger geographical or chronological pattern o f distribution. All attested instances are G  sg. 
forms with the exception o f one N pl. form.
Examples: (> i ) <odkladany>. <swedomy> (N  pl.), <sstesty>, <zdrawi>
(>  a) <myenya>, <stestia>, <wiedzenia>, <zboza>, <zdrawia>
As in the previous chapters, in the ESlk texts the instances o f word-internal *-ь/а- consist 
entirely o f various forms derived from the root *prbja- .
As discussed in the MSlk chapter, the various declensional and derivative forms from the 
stem *prbjatel• are originally expected to exhibit the following distribution o f reflexes in Cz:
1) І in the sg. as weU as N/V pl. o f *prbjateljb and in all derived forms such as 
*prbjateljbstvo!• bstvije and *prbjateljbskbjb, 2) à in the remaining pl. forms o f *prbjateljb. 
In ESlk this division o f the forms o f *prbjatel- is not relevant and all forms are expected to 
show the reflex pra - .  It should also be noted that in Pol the development o f  this root did not 
follow the usual Pol tendency toward contraction, hence the modem Pol forms with the reflex 
pzyja - .
What is attested in the texts are examples o f each o f the reflexes described above: 1 , a , ija . 
O f the 27 forms o f  *prbjatel- found in the texts. 11 exhibit the 1 reflex, 11 the ija reflex, 
and 5 the a  reflex. The 5 examples o f the a  reflex occur in only two texts (Lomné 1572 and 
Poíanovce 1584), and therefore represent no particular geographical pattem o f  reflex 
distribution. The use o f either the ija o r the j reflex is consistent in individual texts (only 
Plaveč 1583 contains examples o f both reflexes). However, there are various instances of 
inconsistency among several texts from a single town, so there does not appear to be any 
geographical patterning o f  these reflexes either. There is no sign o f  a chronological 
distribution; and all three reflexes occur in essentially all attested positions, so there is also no 
apparent grammatical or phonological distribution.
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Examples: (> ו ) <prytelowy> (D sg.), <prytele> (N pl.). <prytelom> (D  pi.)י
<prytelsku>, <przitelstwa>
(> ija) <prziyacziel> (N sg.), <przyiaczielia> (G sg.).
<przyaczyelovy> (D sg.), <praiaczielie> (N pl.),
<prziy acziel stwie>
(> a) <pratele> (G sg.), <praczele> (N pi.) (2x),
<praczelow> (D! pl.), <praczelskey>
The forms o f  Ihe adj. *prbjaznivbjb and the noun *prbjaznb present a more stable 
picture. The one attested instance o f  the adj. contains the fronted and raised / reflex: 
<pryznywym> (Slov. Ves 1591), while all 6 examples o f the noun exhibit the ija reflex.
Examples: <nepTÿiasznÿ>, <prziiazny>, <przyazny> (2x), <przyiaszny>,
<pryiasnÿ>
There are no examples in the ESlk texts o f noun o r adj. forms o f *prbja- with the a  reflex.
There is only one instance o f  the pi. 1-part, and it shows the a reflex: <praly> (Slov. Ves 
1591).
The attested instances o f long 4 in stems also show both 2 and a  reflexes. In addition, 
there are several examples o f vowel reflexes marked for nasality (signaling the expected Pol 
reflex). The 5 forms exhibiting i are all from the noun» *pënçdzb, however this noun also 
occurs in the texts with the a reflex. Interestingly, of the 5 attested examples o f  the i reflex,
4 occur in texts from the westernmost regions o f ESlk, while o f  the 5 total instances o f the a 
reflex, 3 occur in the easternmost and southernmost ESlk texts under investigation. The forms 
showing nasality all occur in a  single text (Bartošovce 1554) and therefore do not represent a 
generally occunng reflex. Moreover, several forms with the a  reflex occur alongside the q 
forms in this same text.
Examples: (>  i ) <penyze> (A pl.), <penize> (A pl.)
(>  a) <mesyacu>. <peniaze> (A pl.), <viaczey>, <wzat>
(>  4) <vyączey>, <vzi^cz>
There are no examples in the ESlk texts o f  what was previously labeled source d) long 4 in 
PrAP forms o f  .stem verbs (and deverbal adj*s. based on PrAP forms), e.g., *prosaci (N sg. f־/ 
PrAP), *prosçce (N pi. m . PrAP). It should be noted, however, that the related instance o f  4 
in the 3rd pi. n-p. o f  /-stem verbs is attested four times in the ESlk texts, three showing an a 
reflex, one showing a nasal.
Examples: (> a) <powedza>, <vydadza> (Krás. Lúka 1557); <dadza> (Hertnik 1565)
(> q) <vydz$> (Bartošovce 1554)
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b) sh o r t a
Short a  is expected to produce e and a  reflexes in complementary distribution (C 'aC’ , 
m ost t  > a  > e  ; but C 'a # , some ą > a  > a) everywhere in ESlk. Both e and a  reflexes are 
present in the texts, and they follow with relatively few exceptions the expected distribution. 
There are also instances o f  vowel reflexes marked for nasality (from original * ę , with 3 
exceptions). Five o f  the 11 examples o f the nasal reflex occur in the same text as the nasal 
examples found in the long à  discussion above (BartoSovce 1554), and can therefore be 
discounted as a peculiarity o f  that text. The other 6 examples are restricted to three random 
texts, and therefore do not present any particular geographical o r chronological pattem of 
distribution.
Examples: <wiçznia> (2x), <wiçzniem> (Brezovica n. Tor. 1564)
<cziçskoscz>, <Sczçsczya> (Hertník 1565)
<peczent> (Bardejov 1586) (< *pećotb— non-original nasalization in 
this example undoubtedly reflects Pol influence, Pol *pieczęć)
The majority o f the textual examples contain an e reflex. The forms exhibiting this e 
reflex follow almost completely the expected ESlk distribution, deriving from instances o f  < 
and C a C  .
Examples: <czeskey>, <diekwgy>, <der2eny>, <dessecz>, <dewecz>,
<Jalowtze> (N sg. п.), <mie> (G sg. pron.), <obyczegem>, <piecz>, 
<pyeczecz>, <prisieznyk>, <sie> (refi, pron.), <slyssely>, <sstesty>, 
<wrednykow>, <zribe> (N sg. n.)
There are only 7 exceptional cases o f e < C a f f .
Examples: <dne> (G s g ,(.Nasse>, <nasse> (2x) (N sg. f. adj> י).ת1.
<pratele> (G sg. т . ) ,  <krale> (2x) (G sg. m.)
The 34 attested forms with an a  reflex also generally follow the expected ESlk distribution 
since they represent almost exclusively instances o f C a f f .
Examples: <dnia> (G sg. т . ) ,  <ffararza> (A sg. т . ) ,  <koncza> (G sg. т . ) ,
<konia> (A  sg. т . ) ,  <wassa> (N sg. f. adj.)
There are only 8 exceptional cases o f a  <  ą , C 'aC  .
Examples: <cziaskosczy>, <obyczay>, <slissati>, <Swatem>, <wzali>, <wzaly> 
<zyatowy>, <zyemyanye>
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4) fro n tin g  o f long a n d  sh o rt û , и / С * __  (1 16 forms ( ú and и together))
A  uniform и  reflex is expected from this development everywhere in the ESlk territory.
The textual data present both и and i reflexes, as well as limited examples o f  a  nasal vowel 
reflex. As in the discussions o f  long á and short a above, in this section a large percentage 
o f the nasal reflexes (5 o f  13) com e from the text Bartošovce 1554, and can thus be eliminated 
as peculiarities o f that specific text. The other S com e from four areas and do not form any type 
o f partem.
E u mptø: <zadayąc> (PrAP) (K ris. Lūka 1558)
<chcz4>  (2x), <pr2yrzykays>, <sprawuią sie> (ali 3rd pl. n-p.)
(Brezovica n. Tor. 1564)
<m aya> (3rd pl. n-p.) (Hertnik 1565)
<myeskayaczemv>, <vyznavayacz> (PrAP’s) (Dubovica I 6th c. a, b)
The и and 1 reflexes both occur throughout the entire ESlk territory and are often found 
side by side in a single text. Hence there is no apparent geographical o r chronological 
distribution o f  either o f the reflexes. Both и and 1 occur In essentially all attested positions, 
so there does not appear to  be any grammatical or phonological pattern o f  distribution either. 
The и  reflex appears in a  51 % majority o f the forms.
Europie*: (>  u) <tzudzemu>, <chczv> ( 1 st sg. п-p.), <hunyu> (A  sg. f.),
<gu> (A sg. f. pron.), <Jutro>. <iuz>, <ludze>.
<nassu> (A sg. f. adj.), <nezadayu> (3rd pl. n-p.),
<niu> (1 sg. f. pron,), <Priaczelu> (D sg. m.), <slyvb>,
<zalugucz se> (PrAP)
(>  i ) <chczy> (1st sg. п-p.), <giz>, <lydze>, <nassy> (A  sg. f. adj.), 
<nyediely> (A sg. f.), <pregicz> (PrAP). <przitely> (D sg. m.), 
<slibugem>, <zadagj> (3rd pl. n-p.)
5) d iph thong ize(ion  o f  long 6 an d  9é  (87 (5-forms. 50 ’l-form s)
a) long Ó
As discussed in the MSlk section on long à , nominal desinences are not considered in the
analysis o f  this phonological development.
The ESlk development o f long ô  is expected to produce a variety o f  reflexes ( о , vo (uo) , 
и ). varying according to regiem and at times according to phonological environment (refer to 
the ô , ,é  reflex table for exact distribution). Each o f  the expected reflexes is attested in the 
corpus, however not according to the expected distribution. Unlike the previous two chapters 
(W Slk and CSlk) that showed a majority o f uo reflexes, the ESlk corpus exhibits a  majority o f
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textual forms with an о  reflex (47 forms =  54%). The other tw o reflexes are nearly evenly 
represented. There are 18 forms (21%) with an uo reflex and 22 forms (25%) with an и 
reflex. All three reflexes occur throughout the ESlk territory with no apparent geographical or 
chronological patterning. Each o f the reflexes occurs in essentially all attested forms» so there is 
also no evidence o f grammatical or phonological patterning.
E tamp les: (>  o) <bog>, <dom>, <kon>, <moy>, <mozies>, <poydv>, <pol>,
<sposob>, <wobecz>, <wole>, <zostal>
(> uo) <Buoh>. <duom>, <muoy>, <nerm;oze>, <nepuoyde>.
<spuosobem>, <wuo!e>, <wuos>
(>  u) <buch>. <kuin>, <mvy>, <pul>. <spusobe[m]>, <wuly>,
<pozustal>
It is necessary to take into account here that the final stage o f the development 6 > цо >  и 
in n-wESIk and eESlk may still have been in progress during the 16th century. Pauliny states 
that “Forms with the further developmental stage uo > и are attested from the 16th century
onw ard___ The evidence shows that the change uo > и took place in the 16th century"
( 1963,263). However, while this would help to explain the nearly equal numbers o f цо  and 
и reflexes present in the texts from the n-wESIk and eESlk regions, it does not account for the 
large numbers o f 0 reflexes also present in these texts.
As dicussed in the section in Chapter ם  on orthography, multiple graphemes were available 
in early 16th century Cz orthography for the representation o f the reflexes o f  long ô .
Although the development ô > uó > й was completed in Cz by the end o f  the 15th century, the 
spetlings <0> and <uo> were in use alongside <u> in Cz orthography until well into the 
16th century. Thus, <0> could represent both 6 and û . and <uo> could represent both uô 
and û , in addition to <u> = й in texts from this period. The problem is especially acute in the 
first half o f the 16th century when this orthographic instability was greatest.. It was suggested 
in the section in Chapter II on orthography that examining only posM  550 texts might reduce 
the effects o f this orthographic inconsistency сю the phonological analysis. However, limiting 
the corpus to only post-1550 texts has almost no affect on the overall percentages o f reflex 
distribution.
Textually attested ESlk re neves of long 6 -  1550*90 texts only
o-fom is Mo-forms tLÍPims tPtøl főm»?
44(54.5% ) 18(22% ) 19(23.5% ) 81
This tempora! restriction imposed to reduce ihe effects o f orthographic ambiguity on the
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phonological analysis o f  the reflexes o f  long ô  causes essentially no change in (he result 
already obtained. All three reflexes occur throughout the ESlk territory with no apparent 
geographical or chronological patterning. Each o f the reflexes occurs in essentially all attested 
forms, so there is also no evidence o f grammatical o r phonological patterning1.
b) long ¥
For the reasons presented in the MSlk chapter, in this section once again 'é from 
contraction in adjectival desinences is not considered. This includes 'ë from contraction in 
both the hard-stem and soft-stem adjectival declension classes.
The most prevalent sources o f ,ë in the ESlk texts are:
a) contraction in the N/A sg., D  pl. endings of neuter nouns in *-bje, *-bsrvije ,
e.g., *Sbdorvbje (N /A sg.), *sbdorvbjemb  (D pl.)
b) long /  in nominal and infinitival stems, e.g., *deb  , *jbmëti, *m isto . *véra
c) long Ź  in the n-p. stems o f several verbs, e.g., *vèmb(<- *vèdéri), *umë(m) (< -  *umëti)
The reflexes from long ,ë  are expected to pattem essentially the same as the reflexes from
long ô , w ith the same phonological types o f reflexes ( e , je  ( je) , i ) occuring in the same 
geographical and phonological distributions (referto the 6 , 'ë reflex table for exact 
distribution). Again each o f  the expected reflexes is attested, however not according to the 
expected distribution.
The neuter noun forms in *-bje , *•bsrvije show a nearly even ratio between fonns with an 
 reflex (7) and forms with an e reflex (10). Such a distribution is unexpected since the ו
general ESlk development o f  ’/  from the suffix *-b je , unlike the development o f  ,ë  from / .  
is expected to yield only je  / e reflexes (see note d in the ô , 'ë reflex table). Both 1 and e 
reflexes appear throughout the ESlk territory, however individual texts are generally consistent 
in the use o f  a single reflex. There does not appear to be any geographical, chronological or 
grammatical pattern o f distribution for either reflex.
1 Sixteenth century Polish orthographic practices should also be considered in the analysis of especially 
ESlk documents, and may shed some tight on the apparent random distribution of о , yo , и reflexes in this 
section. Although the phonological development of long 6 produced 6 > q> u in Polish, the orthographic 
representation has remained to this day a form of ihe grapheme < 0 > (modem Polish orthography uses < 6 >, 
e.g.. *mojb > muj * <mój>). Sixteenth century Polish treatises on orthography used < 0 > , < ô > , < 6 > 
(with other slight variations) to represent the close f p / phoneme (phonetically somewhere between о and 
и , and in some cases already approaching и in the 16th century, depending on the dialect). Therefore the large 
number of 0 reflexes attested in the ESlk texts may simply reflect 16th century Polish orthography and thus 
be ambiguous regarding the actual phonetic value of the vowel they represent. One argument against such an 
interpretation involving Polish orthography is the fact that there is not a single attestation of the Polish diacritic 
graphemes < Ô > or < ó > in any of the texts under investigation. Moreover, despite the recommendations 
in the orthographic treatises, it is not uncommon to find also the grapheme < и > used to represent this same 
/ ç /  in 16th century Polish texts (see Stieber 1973.95). See Urbańczyk and Olesch 1983 for a discussion of 
16th century Polish orthographic practices and reprint editions of original 16th century Polish orthographic 
treatises.
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Examples: (>  i ) <opitowany> (A sg.), <pozdraweny> (A  sg.),
<swedomy> (A sg.)« m any  (A sg.)
(> e) <skonc2enie> (N sg.), <naczynye> (A  sg.), <sscescye> (A sg.), 
<zdrawye> (A sg.), <znanie> (A sg.)
Nominal and verbal (inf. and n-p.) stems with long /  also show a mixture o f  the reflexes
i and e . The e  reflexes are in the majority in these forms, but there is also a  significant 
number o f examples with the 1 reflex. Both reflexes occur throughout the territory and in
It is interesting to note that there are also four random instances o f an a  reflex in these
(Brezovica n. Tor. 1564), <biale> (Brezovica n. Tor. 1567), <math> (Makovica 1579b). The 
verb <math> can be ascribed to Slk developments, while the other three forms undoubtedly 
illustrate Pol influence.
Pauliny states that the final development o f 'é > je  > i was still in progress in the n-wESlk 
and eESlk regions in the 16th century: ‘T h e  first attestations o f the change ie > i are from the 
16th century" (1963,265), and “The change . . .  je  > i  took place in the 16th century”  (1963, 
267). This would explain the occurrence o f both e and i reflexes in the п-wESIk and eESlk 
texts. However« it might be expected that the progress o f this change in the course o f the 16th 
centu ту would be reflected by a greater number o f i reflexes in the later texts. Such is not the 
case, in fact the ratio o f  e to / reflexes (from original /  only, since *~bje is not expected to 
yield an i reflex) remains relatively stable in the n-wESIk and eESlk texts throughout the period 
under investigation.
essentially all attested positions, however there is generally consistent use o f a single reflex in 
individual texts. Again there is no discernible distribution pattern o f any type.
Examples: (>  / ) <mysto>, <mity>, <niewyczie>, < рогоги ту(т)> .
<przyrzykay4>, <wiru>, <zabyrati>, <zribe>
(> e) <mety>, <myeste>, <rozvmie>, <wieme>, <zamiessena>
forms that contained an original long /  : <dzyathkamy> (Bartošovce 1554), <w ia ro
Ratio of e to 1 reflexes(< i )  in n«wESIk and eESlk texts
period
8 6 4





As discussed in the section in Chapter П on orthography, early 16th century Cz 
oithographic practices were conservative in the representation o f the reflexes from this
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
phonological development. The grapheme <ie> was still in use at the beginning of the 16th 
century (alongside <i> ) despite the completion o f the phonological change 'i > ļē  > ( in Cz 
before the end o f  the 13th century. Thus, instances o f  the grapheme <ie> in texts before 1550 
could be interpreted either as an archaic representation o f i o r as an accurate representation of 
ļ e . The possible ambiguity o f the grapheme <ie> does not play a crucial role in this portion o f 
the study, however, since there are only two pre-1550 texts in the ESlk corpus, neither of 
which contains an instance o f  <ie> -
6) d ip h thong iza tion  o f long ú /C *   (150 forms)
This development is expected to produce a single и reflex throughout all o f  ESlk, and that 
is essentially what is attested in the texts. There are only 11 exceptions exhibiting an aulou 
diphthong reflex, that are scattered randomly throughout the territory.
Examples: (> u) <budu> (3rd pl. fut.). <celu> (A  sg. f. adj.), <cztuczi> (PrAP),
<drogv> (I sg. f.), <kupyl>, <m nv> (1 sg. pron.),
ת> ,<udrò sc >, <poruczam>. <predstupil>, <pritisnut ו
<služiti>, <sobu> (I refi. pron.). <sw>״ <svssiedom>,
<welyku> (I sg. f. adj.)
(>  aufou) <prisahau> (I sg. f.), <przystaupili>, <sebow> (I refi, pron ),
<sau>, <swau> (A sg. f. adj.), <tobow> (I sg. pron.)
As has been seen elsewhere in ESlk, for this feature there are also examples of a nasal 
reflex in the texts. Again, a large percentage o f these examples (5 o f  )2) com e from the text 
Bartošovce 1554 and can be treated as a peculiarity o f  that text. The other 7 examples occur in 
a  single lexeme and one PrAP form in only three axe as and therefore cannot be regarded as a 
general phenomenon.
Examples: <sz3siedzi> (Brezovica n. Tor. 1564); <s4siadt> (Brezovica n. Tor. 1567)
<sansziadowy>, <szansiadouy> (Plaveč 1587)
<sasyady>. <sasyadam> ( Dubov ica 16th с . a);
<bedaczemy> (Dubovica 16th c. b)
Once more it is necessary to consider 16th century Cz orthographic practices when 
analyzing the textual reflexes o f  long й in the ESlk corpus. As mentioned in the section in 
Chapter П on orthography, the change ú > ay > oy  was completed in Cz by the end o f the 
15th century» but the grapheme <au> did not prevail over <u> in the representation o f ayJoy 
until the middle o f  the 16th century. Thus the grapheme <u> could denote both û and aulou 
in texts from the first half o f  the century. This issue is not crucial in the analysis of the ESlk 
texts* however, since they exhibit almost exclusively the <u> grapheme whether considering
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texis before 1550 (86% и-forms), texts from 1550 onward (93% и-forms), o r the entire 
corpus (93% и-forms). The forms in <u> that occur from 1550 onward can generally be 
interpreted as representing и ; and there are only two ESlk texts from before 1550 that account 
for only seven examples o f  C 'ú (with one ou reflex).
7) assibilation o f  d / __j  (17 forms)
The ESlk data for this feature are somewhat limited, however they do present a reasonable 
geographical and chronological distribution. The expected reflex for all o f ESlk is j .  Twelve 
o f  the 17 attested forms exhibit a j  reflex, but the other five textual examples show a  z reflex. 
There is no discernible geographical, chronological or grammatical pattern in the distribution o f 
the reflexes.
Examples: (> 5) <medzi>, <tzudzemu>, <Urodzonym>
(>  z) <mezy>, <Urozenym>
8) assibilation o f  d , /  / __è , /> e , ь , ę  (i.e., all fron t vowels) (140 rf-forms, 420 i-forms)
a) d / _ è , / \ « , * ,  f
An assibilated reflex ( 5  ) is expected from the sequence d+front vowel everywhere in 
ESlk. Ал almost even ratio o f assibilated and non-assibilated reflexes is found in the texts. 
Both reflexes are found throughout (he territory and in essentially all attested positions, hence 
there does not seem to  be any type o f distributional patterning o f either 3• o r z .
Examples: (> d  ) <wedel> (4té-)> <chodil> (-di•). <dewecz> (4/e-),
<dein> (״d ļ •), <diekwgy> (ч/ç•)
(>  j )  <wiedziec> (-d i •). <niechodzil> (-Ä-), <dzewec> (-Л -),
<dzen> (-d$ ')y <Lyvdzmy> (ч/é*)» <vydadza> (*dą- ; 3rdpLn־p )
b) t / __é , / , e , b ,  ç
An assibilated reflex ( с  ) is expected from the sequence t+front vowel everywhere in 
ESlk. Again an almost even ratio o f assibilated and non-assibilated reflexes is found in the 
texts. As with d+front vow el, both reflexes from t*front vowel are found throughout the 
territory and in essentially all attested positions. There does not appear to be any geographical, 
chronological, grammatical o r phonological pattern for the distribution o f either reflex.
Examples: (> t  ) <myeste> (-ré- ; L  sg. п.). <wiplatyl> (-ft'״), <prytele> (-te-),
<Otec£> (-f*-), <sse$t> (״fé־), <obteznosty> ( 4<-)
(> c) <liscie> (•té׳  ; L  sg. т . ) ,  <zaplaczyl> (-ft-). <praczele> (•te״),
<sse s o  (-/*•). <czeskey> (-ff־)
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A s stated in each discussion o f d , t+front vow el. the issue o f consonantal softness in this 
environment will not be addressed here, the only concern o f this section being the presence or 
absence o f  assibilation. The softness o f  consonants was not consistently marked in the texts o f 
this period. It would therefore be difficult to determine accurately the extent to which the 
presence o r absence o f  softness in any given text was due (0 phonological changes o r simply to 
inadequacies o f orthography.
9) pa la ta lisa tio n  o f r/m__e ,  f>e,b,ę>j  (i.e., all Front vowels an d  j )  (320 forms)
This process is expected to produce a hard r  reflex everywhere in the ESlk territory, 
however the textual data show a  mixture o f hard r  and soft f  reflexes.
Examples: (> r )  <potrebu> (•rí•)* <priczini> (״rí•), <pohrebu> (-re-),
<poradtkom> (•r<•), <pisar> (-r/•)
(>  f )  <dobrze> (-ré- ; adv.), <przyssel> (-r/-),
<sffagrze> (•re- ; V  sg. m.). <pissarz> (-r/-)
The individual texts generally contain only one o f the two reflexes. Seventeen o f  the texts 
contain exclusively, o r almost exclusively the r  reflex (r-only texts), while 11 o f  them contain 
exclusively, o r almost exclusively the r  reflex (r-only texts). Only three texts contain both r  
and r  reflexes (mixed texts). All but one o f the /-only texts are located in four towns in 
п-wESIk: Brezovica n. Tor.. Dubovica, Plaveč, Krás. Lúka. The towns Вгегоѵіса n. Tor., 
Dubov ica and Plaveč exhibit consistent r  in all texts, while Krás. Lúka has one r-only text and 
tw o r-only texts. This could indicate a  possible geographical distribution pattern for the ? 
reflex. Otherwise, there is no indication o f  a  chronological, grammatical o r phonological 
distribution pattern for either o f the reflexes.
As in the previous chapters, in the ESlk texts there are instances o f а г  reflex in 
environments where it was phonologic all у unjustified o r had already been removed by analogy 
(in Cz and/or Pol). There are 13 such forms here that occur in only three texts (Plaveč 1532a, 
Plaveč 1532b, Rožkovany 1575). The two texts from Plaveč are f-only texts while the text 
from Rožkovany is an r-only text.
Examples: <brzater>, <dobrze> (A sg. n. adj.), <kterzeho> (G sg. m . adj.),
<starze> (A pi. m. adj.), <werzne>, <wirzoszwmiel>
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1) vocalization o f  strong ъ and ь
The vocalization o f the jers in ESlk is expected to produce a regionally and phonologically 
conditioned distribution o f  e and 0 reflexes, however the texts exhibit a  nearly consistent e 
reflex throughout the territory. This could indicate that the e reflex spread from the ESlk 
regions and forms where it occured naturally to those regions and forms that originally 
contained the 0 reflex. However, in both Cz and Pol a  single e reflex is expected from the* 
vocalization o f both jers. Therefore the attested distribution could also reflect either the Cz or 
the Pol norm.
2) development o f  syllabic f  and /  (and related СгъС and СІъС  )
a) syllabic f  (and related СгъС  )
In ESlk, f  and СгъС  are expected to produce several different reflexes in complementary 
distribution, with all the expected reflexes exhibiting the common feature o f a  vocalic element 
accompanying the liquid. The texts exhibit a  seemingly random mixture o f syllabic r  and Vr 
reflexes that does not appear to follow any pattem o f  distribution.
b) syllabic /  (and related СІъС )
In ESlk. /  and СІъС  are also expected to produce several different reflexes in 
complementary distribution, again always with the common feature o f a vocalic element 
accompanying the liquid. Nearly all the attested forms, except those from the borrowed root 
*m /v-, reflect the expected ESlk developments. This could indicate the natural development o f 
an ESlk phonological norm. It could also indicate the presence o f the Pol norm which 
coincides with ESlk for the attested forms (minus the borrowed root *m/v- ). However the 
textual data, including the root *m/v- not covered by the ESlk o r Pol developments, also 
follow the expected Cz pattem. Therefore it is also possible that the textual distribution reflects 
the presence o f the Cz norm.
3) fronting and raising o f  long and short á t a ! С __״ C \  C'__ #
a) long a
Long â is expected to develop consistently into an a reflex in ESlk. The texts show a 
mixture o f a . i , ija reflexes with a slight majority o f  the attested forms containing the 1 
reflex. The ija reflex occurs only in the root *prbja- ,  but there is otherwise no discernible 
geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological distribution panem for any o f the 
three reflexes.
b) short a
Short a is expected to develop a pattern o f complementary distribution o f a  and e 
reflexes for the entire ESlk territory, and that is essentially what is attested in the texts. Since a
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consistent pa item o f  complementary distribution is expected for the entire territory and that is 
what is attested, this feature appears to reflect the natural development o f an ESlk norm.
4) fronting o f  long and short й , и / С __״
A uniform и reflex is expected everywhere in the ESlk territory from this development.
The texts show both an и and an / reflex distributed throughout the territory without any 
apparent geographical, chronological, grammatical or phonological pattern.
5) diphthongization o f  long 6 and 'é
a) long 6
Long 6 is expected to produce regionally varied reflexes in ESlk. The various regional 
reflexes are attested, but not according to the anticipated distribution. The attested distribution 
shows no apparent pattem of any type.
b) long 'é
Long é  is also expected to produce regionally varied reflexes in ESlk. Again these various 
regional reflexes are attested, but not according to the anticipated distribution. The distribution 
seen in the texts exhibits no discernible geographical, chronological, grammatical or 
phonological patterning o f  the reflexes.
6) diphthongization o f  long й i С  *__
An и reflex is expected throughout ESlk, and that is essentially what is attested in the texts. 
Since the uniform reflex that was expected for the entire territory is attested in the texts, this 
would appear to indicate the natural development o f an ESlk norm. However, the expected Pol 
reflex is also и , therefore the textual distribution may also reflect the presence o f the Pol norm.
7) assibilation o f  d  !__ j
The j  reflex expected everywhere in the ESlk territory is exhibited by the majority o f  the 
textual examples, however there is also a fair number o f forms that exhibit a z reflex. There 
does not seem to be any geographical, chronological or grammatical distribution pattem for 
either the j  o r the 2 reflex.
8) assibilation o f d , t  /__ ë . / , e , ь , { (i.e.. all front vowels)
a) d ì__ é . / , e ,  ę
A consistent assibilated reflex is expected from the development o f d*front vowel 
everywhere in ESlk. However, both assibilated and non-assibilated reflexes occur with nearly 
equal frequency in the texts. Neither reflex appears to follow any specific distribution pattern.
b) / /__ é j  , b , f
A consistent assibilated reflex is also expected from the development o f t*front vowel 
everywhere in ESlk. Again, both assibilated and non-assibilated forms occur in almost equal 
numbers in the texts and there is no discernible panem of distribution o f any type for either 
reflex.
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9) palatalization o f r  I__ e  t i , t , ь , ą  J  (i.eM all front vowels and;)
A hard r  is the expected ESlk reflex from г in a softening environment, however the texts 
exhibit both hard r  and soft f  reflexes. Aside from a possible geographical grouping o f a 
large portion of the r  reflexes, there does not seem to be any patterning o f any type in the 
distribution o f either the г  o r the r  reflex.
The nine short analysis sections above have again been summarized in tabular form below.
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Unlike the tables in the MSIk, WSlk and CSlk chapters which showed some evidence for a 
developing interdialectal phonological norm in the texts from those dialect regions, the table 
here shows fairly strong evidence against such development in the ESlk texts. The reflexes of 
nine features. {•, á  , CúJu , 6 ,  'é » d j , d \  t \  r ' , do not exhibit any clear patterns in their 
distribution in the texts (aside from a  possible geographical grouping o f the reflexes from f  ).
For those few features that do exhibit consistent patterns o f reflexes throughout the 
territory, the question is once more to what that consistency should be ascribed. The reflexes of 
C 'û  seem to show a naturally developed ESlk pattem, however, the attested pattern could also 
have com e from Fol. The same is true o f the reflexes o f / , however the situation is 
complicated here by the fact that the attested distribution reflects not only the expected ESlk and 
Pol patterns, but also the expected pattern for Cz. The reflexes o f ъіь show a distribution that 
could have arisen by internal leveling within ESlk. Again, however, this distribution could be 
the result of the external influence o f either Pol or Cz. Only the pattern exhibited by the 
reflexes o f a might be considered as the clear result o f the natural development o f ESlk.
Thus, of the 4  features that show consistent interdialectal reflex patterns * all 4  can be 
explained by reference to the ESlk model, but 3 can also be explained by reference to the Pol 
model. In addition, 2 o f  the 4  consistent patterns can be explained according to the Cz model. 
However, there remain 9 phonological features that do not exhibit clear, uniform reflex patterns 
for the entire ESlk territory.
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C H A P T E R  V III: SU M M A R Y  AND C O N C L U SIO N
The goals o f this study, as stated in the introductory chapter, were: (1) to determine 
whether the language o f 16th century Slovak administrative-legal texts exhibits consistent 
interdialectal phonological patterns or norms, and (2) to ascertain the geographical scope and 
the linguistic basis o f the interdialectal consistency, if such interdialectal patterning is attested in 
the texts. Because the claim has been made that interdialectal Cultural Slovak is manifested in 
16th century texts in regional variants, the textual data o f  this study were analyzed within the 
framework o f  the four major dialect divisions o f Slovak: Moravian Slovak» W est Slovak, 
Central Slovak and East Slovak. This regional approach, considering the data in incrementally 
larger geographical/dialectal areas, permitted a relatively straightforward assessment o f the areal 
scope and linguistic source o f  any noted consistency in the phonological reflexes. Moreover, it 
enabled a comparative assessment o f  the relative degree o f reflex consistency and a comparison 
o f the possible sources o f  this consistency from region to region. The results o f  the individual 
regional analyses will first be reviewed here. This review will be followed by a comparative 
assessment o f  the phonological picture in the texts o f the four major dialect regions, dealing 
with the questions o f  the areal scope and linguistic source o f  any interdialectal phonological 
consistency attested in the texts.
Review o f  th e  ind iv idual regional analyses
M orav ian  Slovak
In the texts from the MSIk region, 11 o f the 13 investigated features exhibit an interdialectal 
consistency in distribution. There are two features ( ô , С *и ) that show no discernible patterns 
or consistency, however, specifically these two features were determined to be o f  limited 
diagnostic value primarily because o f certain orthographic considerations. Thus, the 
investigation o f the MSIk corpus involves only 11 reliable features, o f which all 11 (100%) 
exhibit consistent interdialectal patterns in the texts. All 11 (100%) o f these consistent features 
could be ascribed to the Cz phonological norm, while maximally 8 (73%) could be considered 
the possible result o f the development o f an indigenous MSIk interdialectal norm.
W est Slovak
In the WSlk corpus, 11 o f the 13 investigated features (85%) show an interdialectal 
consistency in distribution. O f these consistent features in the WSlk texts. 10 (91%) could be 
ascribed to the Cz phonological norm, while maximally 7 (64%) could be considered the 
possible result o f the development o f an indigenous WSlk interdialectal norm. There are
2 features in the WSlk corpus that do not show any discernible patterns in their distributions 
(one o f which, however, does show signs o f  development toward a  consistent distribution).
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C e n tra l Slovak
The analysis o f  the CSlk corpus reveals that 9 o f  the 13 investigated features (69%) show 
consistent interdialectal patterns o f distribution. O f these consistent features in the CSlk texts, 
8 (89%) could be ascribed to the Cz phonological norm, while maximally 4  (44%) could be 
considered the possible result o f  the development o f an indigenous CSlk interdialectal norm. 
There are also 4  features that do not show consistent patterns in the CSlk corpus.
E a s t S lovak
In the ESlk texts only 4  o f  the 13 investigated features (3 1 %) show consistent interdialectal 
patterns o f  distribution. O f these consistent features in the ESlk corpus, 2 (50%) could be 
ascribed to the Cz phonological norm, while 3 (75%) could be ascribed to the Pol norm. All
4  (100%) could be considered the possible result o f the development o f  an indigenous ESlk 
interdialectal norm. However, the majority o f the features (9 o f  13) do not show consistent 
patterns in the ESlk corpus.
The individual regional analyses have been summarized in the following table:
Summary 0Г individual regional analyses
Slk total consistent consistency consistency consistency
dialect investigated ]nterdialecuü follows follows follows
regipn features patterns Сг norm Slk norm Pol norm
MSlk 11 I t 11 8
WSlk 13 11 10 7
CSlk 13 9 8 4
ESlk 13 4 2 4 3
C o m p ariso n  o f  th e  ind iv idual reg ional analyses
Several observations arise from a comparison o f the distribution pictures presented in the 
corpora o f  the four major dialect regions as described above. The first observation is that the 
percentage o f investigated features exhibiting consistent interdialectal reflex patterns in the texts 
gradually declines the farther removed the Slk dialect region is from the Cz language territory 
(i.e., west - >  east). Thus MSlk has the highest percentage o f  features showing consistent 
patterns and ESlk the lowest. A  second observation is that, although the percentage o f those 
consistent mterdialectal patterns that can be ascribed to the Cz norm also gradually declines 
from west to east, this gives a somewhat false impression, since in all instances the Сг norm 
can account for all but one o r two o f the consistent patterns (it is simply a matter that the total 
number o f  consistent patterns steadily declines, thus altering the percentage). Moreover, if  Pol 
is taken into consideration in the ESlk picture, then non •Slk norms can account for all but one
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of the consistent interdialectal patterns in each o f  the regional corpora, except in MSIk, where 
the Cz norm  can account for all o f  the consistent panems. In fact, 3 consistent patterns in 
MSIk, 4  consistent patterns in WSlk. and 5 consistent patterns in CSlk (but none in ESlk) can 
be accounted for only by the Cz norm and cannot be attributed (0 any sort o f indigenous Slk 
norm development. Inversely, although some o f the patterns accounted for by Cz (or Pol) can 
also be accounted for by a Slk norm, none o f the consistent interdialectal reflex patterns in 
MSIk. and only one consistent reflex panem  in WSlk. CSlk and ESlk can be unequivocally 
ascribed exclusively to the development o f an indigenous Slk interdialectal norm.
These observations allow for an initial hypothesis that a large percentage o f  the consistent 
interdialectal paneming found in the texts is due in some part to the influence o f the literary Cz 
norm (along with Pol in ESlk). According to such an interpretation, the inconsistent 
distribution o f  reflexes attested for some features could be the result o f  incomplete knowledge 
o f the Cz (or Pol) norm on the part o f the scribes/authors, allowing for greater linguistic 
interference from the indigenous Slk linguistic system of the scribes/authors1.
This interpretation o f the data is reinforced by certain historical facts. A s w as observed 
above, the percentage o f phonological features exhibiting consistent interdialectal distribution 
panems in the texts decreases the farther removed the Slk dialect region is from the Cz language 
territory (west - >  east). In this connection it is important to note historically that: (a) the 
Moravian Slovak territory had long been under the political administration o f the Czech state 
(Bohemia-Moravia); (b) until the mid 15th century, Cz texts are attested only as far east as West 
Slovakia; (c) only from the mid 15th century onward does the use o f Cz increase in the 
remainder o f  the Slovak language territory and then only unevenly2. Thus the contact o f the 
Slovaks with literary Cz during this period was weaker the farther removed the Slk dialect 
region was from the Cz language territory. This progressively weaker contact with the literary 
Cz norm from west to east parallels the noted decrease from west to east in the percentage o f 
features that exhibit a consistent distribution pattem. This parallel nature o f the historical facts 
concerning the use o f literary Cz would seem to support the initial interpretation, based solely 
on the data o f  this investigation, that the influence o f the Cz literary language norm is largely 
responsible for the phonological uniformity anested in the texts.
1 This is the m ost comm on reasoning given fo r the penetration o f **Slovakisms" into Czech texts and is 
alluded to  in m uch o f  the literaiure on this issue. See. for example, V an ik  1956c. 85*86 fo r elaboration on  Ihis 
reasoning.
* As sum m arized by Pauliny: *‘A s B . V arak  showed (1956, p. 27 and following), literary Czech first
reaches Central and East Slovakia system atically during the period o f Ján Jiskra z  Brandysa (1440-1462). He 
also showed wiih detailed evidence (op. cil. p. 55) ihat after J iskra's  departure the use o f  Czech further 
developed chiefly in W est Slovakia and northern Central Slovakia (Liptov), but before the Reform ation the use 
o f literary Czech is more weakly anested in the mining regions o f Central Slovakia and in East Slovakia. This 
show's that literary Czech . . .  penetrated into Slovakia in the I51h and early 16th centuries with an uneven 
effect o f  the factors that supported its spread" (1982.162). See also Varsik 1956c as referred to by Pauliny.
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It was stated above that none o f the consistent interdialectal reflex patterns attested in the 
MSlk corpus, and only one consistent reflex patiem in the WSlk, CSlk and ESlk corpora, could 
be unequivocally ascribed to the natural formation o f an indigenous Slk interdialectal norm.
This means that for W Slk. CSlk and ESlk there is only one phonological feature in each 
regional corpus whose consistent interdialectal pattern can be accounted for exclusively by 
phonological development in the Slk region in question, and cannot be accounted for by Cz 
(or Pol) phonological development. However, a review of the data shows that there is an 
additional number o f features in each set o f  texts (including MSlk) whose consistent 
interdialectal distribution could also be ascribed to an indigenous Slk norm, but not exclusively, 
since the attested consistency could also reflect the literary Cz (or Pol) norm. The reason for 
this (as noted in each o f  the individual regional chapters) is that, depending on the phonological 
process and the region in question, the expected 16th century reflex panem s for literary Cz 
(or Pol) and a given Slk dialect region are at times partially o r even completely identical. For 
example, Cz ь > е , ь > е  vs, WSlk ъ > е  чь > е  represents a case o f complete identity o f the 
expected reflex patterns for Cz and WSlk. Thus, the attestation o f consistent e reflexes in the 
WSlk corpus could be ascribed to either linguistic system with equal validity. Cz ъ > е  t h > e  
vs. ESlk ь  > e , (0) ,  ь >  e , (о) is a case o f partial identity o f the expected reflex patterns for 
Cz and ESlk. The attestation o f  consistent e reflexes in the ESlk corpus could thus be 
considered as an indication o f  the Cz norm, or as a generalizing to all environments o f the e 
reflex found in the majority o f environments in the ESlk dialectal patterns. Partial identity of 
expected reflex patterns also occurs in instances where there is complete identity between Cz 
and certain individual Slk dialects o f a region, but not between Cz and the entire Slk dialect 
region, for example: Cz é > ié > î  vs. w-, c-, е -sWSIk ë  > jé > í  but ne-sWSlk. nWSik 
'é >  jé  > jé  , j é , ļ e . In this type o f paniaJ identity o f expected reflex patterns between Cz and 
WSlk, the attestation o f a consistem t  reflex in the WSlk texts could reflect the influence o f the 
literajy Cz norm, o r it could indicate the spread o f the expected w-, c-, e*sWSIk I reflex to the 
ne״sWSlk and nWSik areas where jé  %i é , ļe  reflexes are expected.
Thus in instances where identical reflex patterns are expected in literary Cz (or Pol) and pari 
o r all o f  a  Slk dialect region, it is not entirely possible to determine whether a  consistent 
interdialectal reflex partem attested in the texts from the region is due to the Cz (or Pol) o r Slk 
phonological system. Some scholars maintain that certain features show consistent patterns of 
distribution (i.e., show an interdialectal norm) in the Slk texts precisely because identical 
reflexes were present to one degree o r another in both the literary Cz norm and the indigenous
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Slk phonological system3. According to such a view, consistent distribution patterns showing 
an interdialectal norm could be expected to occur in the texts for those phonological 
developments that show at least partial if  not total identity o f reflex patterns between literary Cz 
and the Slk dialect(s) in question, whereas inconsistent distribution patterns showing no 
interdialectal norm in the texts would be most likely to occur in cases where the Cz reflexes 
were not mutually supported by identical reflexes in Slk. These observations again lead to the 
interpretation that the consistent patterning present to various degrees in the corpora from the 
four Slk dialect regions is due in some part to the influence o f the literary Cz norm (along with 
Pol in ESlk).
Thus it has been shown thal there are certain phonological features in each Slk dialect region 
that exhibit consistent distribution patterns, and that the consistency o f these patterns seems to 
have some basis o r support in the Cz phonological system. However, it has also been shown 
that the number o f features exhibiting consistent patterns varies from region to region -  
specifically thal the percentage o f  consistent patterns decreases the farther removed the region is 
from the Cz language territory. This brings the discussion to the question o f whether there is 
strong enough phonological evidence to posit cultural language formation in any o f the 
individual Slk dialect regions or in the Slk language territory as a whole. The arguments for 
and against Cultural Slovak in each o f the regional variants wiU be presented first, followed by 
a discussion on the validity o f the concept o f a general Cultural Slovak for the entire Slk 
language territory.
The influence o" ל f  Czech on  the cultural language o f  the Slovak nationality w as exerted in phonology 
through ihe fact that preference was given precisely to  those elem ents known no t only in  the Slovak dialects 
(often only in ihe dialects o f  W esi Slovakia o r in other dialects otherwise locally lim ited) but known also in 
Czech. Bui precisely because o f  this backdrop o f  the Slovak dialects these elem ents were considered as Slovak 
elements, o r as bookish elem ents, typical for the w ntten language. Here, for example, it is a  question o f  forms 
with the phonological change ie >  i  (zdravi. vira) w ז0 ith the reflex o f  Com m on Slavic ъ  >  e  (starek, 
dobytek)" (HabovSüaková 1972,129). See also Habovgtiaková 1968a &  1970.
״ In the 16th century a  certain system  begins to  appear in connection with the use o f  these traits (i.e., Slovak 
traits in texts). However, this system is generalized very slowly and unclearly. The scribal and in general the 
linguistic usage which stabilized in Tm ava was decisive for southern W esi Slovakia. Characteristic o f  this 
usage was that, o f  the Czech linguistic traits thal were retained, the m ost firmly retained were those that were 
commensurate with the (dialectal phonological) state in southern W est Slovakia (for exam ple the narrowing 
r> >  /  : mira  . ЫІу ), rather often -  especially in fixed form ulas -  forms with prehláska. å  > e  , и  > i , were 
retained. One can also consider as influence o f  the Czech language the fact that obvious dialectal traits, for 
exam ple the change t ' , d  > с , dz  , did not penetrate as a  system into the written records" (Pauliny 1983, 
123).
"O ften Czech played the role o f  a  distinctive filter in the formation o f  the norm  o f  the *West Slovak cultural 
im erdialect’ and *helped select* the linguistic forms from am ong the rather large num ber o f  W est Slovak and 
even Central Slovak elem ents . . . "  (U fanov 1989,44).
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Regional cu ltu ra l language form ation  

























It is clear that the corpus o f texts from the MSlk region exhibits ал interdialectal 
phonological norm for the features investigated in this study. A l l l  I o f  the features that can be 
considered reliable show consistent interdialectal panems o f distribution in the texts under 
investigation. Because many o f the phonological developments under investigation produced 
either partially o r completely identical reflexes for both Cz and MSlk, it is difficult to determine 
to which linguistic system the attested textual interdialectal consistency should be ascribed. It is 
necessary to remember, however, that all 11 consistent patterns can be ascribed to the literary 
Cz norm, while only 8 can be accounted for by MSlk. Moreover, 3 o f the 11 consistent 
patterns (27%) can only be accounted for by the literary Cz norm, while there are no consistent 
patterns that can be exclusively ascribed to MSlk developments. Thus, it seems likely that the 
attested interdialectal phonological norm of the texts is, in fact, Czech. This conclusion is 





























It is clear that the corpus o f  texts from the WSlk region exhibits an interdialectal 
phonological norm for the features investigated in this study. The percentage o f features 
exhibiting consistent panem s in the WSlk corpus (11/13 *  85% ) is lower than in the MSlk 
corpus. However, o f  the tw o features that do not show consistent interdialectal distribution in
the WSlk texts, one (r  /__ ë . i , e  ) shows signs o f  development toward a consistent
distribution, which would raise the percentage o f consistent features to a statistically convincing 
12/13 = 92%. As in MSlk, in W Slk many o f the phonological developments under 
investigation produced reflexes either partially o r completely identical to the reflexes produced 
in Cz. Thus it is again difficult to determine to which linguistic system the attested textual 
interdialectal consistency should be ascribed. In the case o f WSlk it is im ponant to note that, 
although there are 4  consistent panem s that can only be ascribed to the Cz norm, there is also 
one consistent pattern that can only be the result o f indigenous Slk dialectal development
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(two. if the feature r  /__ ë  , i , e . ь י ç , j  can, in fact, be shown to be developing a  consistent
distribution). Thus, the interdialectal phonological norm attested in the WSlk corpus exhibits a 
mixed base o f  Cz phonology and WSlk phonology. This mixed interdialectal phonological 
norm could be called a type o f Cultural W est Slovak.























It is not emirely clear whether the corpus o f texts from the CSlk region exhibits an 
interdialectal phonological norm for the features investigated in this study. Viewed statistically, 
the evidence is not completely convincing, since only 9 o f the 13 investigated features (69%) 
exhibit consistent interdialectal distribution patterns in the CSlk corpus. In considering the 9 
consistent panem s, it is important to note that, although there are 5 consistent patterns that can 
only be ascribed to the Cz norm, there is also one consistent pattern that can only be the result 
o f indigenous Slk dialectal development (two, if the feature , С гьС  is viewed as distinctly 
CSlk on the basis o f only three forms distinguishing the CSlk dialect panem  from the Cz 
norm). Thus, although the attested evidence for a CSlk intcrdialectal phonological norm is 
weak, there is a base o f interdialectal phonological consistency in the CSlk texts that seems to 
exhibit a mixture o f  Cz phonology and CSlk phonology. Based on this CSlk evidence and a 
comparison with the seemingly similar but more advanced state in WSlk, it can be concluded 
that there is a nascent Cultural Central Slovak exhibited in the CSlk corpus o f  this investigation, 
developing on a mixed base o f Cz phonology and CSlk phonology.



























It is clear that the corpus o f  texts from the ESlk region does not exhibit an interdialectal 
phonological norm for the features investigated in this study. The number o f consistent 
interdialectal distribution patterns exhibited in the ESlk texts is so low (4/13 =  31%) that it does 
not seem as though there is even a base o f  phonological consistency that might be considered 
indicative o f  a nascent o r developing Cultural East Slovak. In contrast to the other three 
regions, where there was a fair number o f  consistent panem s that could only be attributed to the 
Cz norm, in ESlk none o f the 4 consistent patterns can be ascribed exclusively to either Cz or 
Pol (it will be remembered that Pol played the same role in ESlk as Cz did in the entire Slk
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territory). On the other hand, there is one consistent interdialectal partem that can only be the 
result o f indigenous Slk dialectal development. However, because there are 9  features that do 
not show consistent interdialectal distribution patterns in the ESlk corpus, the evidence does not 
even support the existence o f a nascent Cultural East Slovak in the present corpus.
Thus, based chi the 16th century textual data, i t  appears that the MSlk corpus shows the Cz 
norm, the WSlk corpus shows a fairly clear interdialectal phonological norm (on a mixed base 
o f Cz and Slk features), the CSlk corpus shows a developing interdialectal phonological norm 
(on a mixed base o f Cz and Slk features), and the ESlk corpus shows no interdialectal 
phonological norm development.
These interpretations, derived solely from the present phonological investigation, are 
consistent with the historical facts. Moravian Slovakia had long been under the political 
administration o f the Czech state (Bohemia-Moravia), where literary Cz had already served as a 
language o f official writing for several centuries. With the invasion o f the Turks and the 
political realignment after the annexation o f Slovakia into the Habsburg Empire at the beginning 
o f the 16th century. West Slovakia was relatively more stable than were Central or East 
Slovakia throughout the 16th century. Ib is  relatively high degree o f stability in the West 
Slovak region was advantageous for social, political and economic integration, and thus for 
creating the sociolinguistic conditions that would further the formation and development o f  an 
interdialectal language form. The lesser degrees o f stability in Central and especially East 
Slovakia caused generally slower progress toward integration there. This slowed lhe creation 
o f  sociolinguistic conditions that would have been more favorable for interdialectal linguistic 
development in those regions4.
4 In (he 16th and 17th centuries, W est Slovakia was relatively the most peaceful region o f  Slovakia. In 
connection with this, the conditions were also created here for the rise and development o f the formalion that we 
call Cultural W est Slovak. Central Slovakia (that is the districts that were not under Turkish control, thus not 
Gemer, Novohrad, and pan  o f Hont) had intensive solidarity during the penod o f the anti-Turkish battles. It 
seems that it was during this period that the basically unifonn type o f  the Central Slovak dialects was fixed in 
the districts o f  Turiec (with northern Nitra). Liptov, Zvolen. Tekov. and the western pan  o f  Kont. This region 
as a  unit very actively participated in the banles against the Turks tn defense o f  the mining cities. - . .  This 
unity is striking especially in the Zvolen. Tekov. and Horn districts. This Central Slovak dialectal type 
[created in these unified districts] was the basis for the formation that w e call Cultural Central Slovak. . . .
The integration o f  W est and Central Slovakia as a  whole is clear and relatively strong at this time. The 
integration o f  East Slovakia into the Slovak whole in the 16th and 17th centuries was weaker. Numerous 
factors were at w ork here. It was significant that between Central and East Slovakia there was the S p ii German 
barrier in  the north and the territory occupied by the Turks in the south. Besides that the Hast Slovak districts 
leaned toward Transylvania in questions o f  power and toward Poland in trade contacts at that time” (Pauliny 
1983, 103-4).
**After the invasion o f  the Turks in Lower Hungary in the 16th century and in view o f  the numerous class 
insurrections in the 17th century, the relatively most peaceful part o f  Slovakia was in W est S lovakia  For this 
reason, in the 16th• 18th centuries Cultural W est Slovak spread the m ost" (Pauliny 1980.20).
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In terreg ional cultural language formation
This leaves the question o f whether there is evidence in the texts o f  this investigation for the 
existence o f  a  general interdialectal phonological norm valid for most or all o f the Slk language 
territory in the 16th century. The MSIk region will henceforth be left out o f the discussion, as it 
has been determined with a fair degree o f certainty that the norm attested in the texts from 
Moravian Slovakia is the Cz norm. As has been seen, the number o f phonological features 
exhibiting consistent patterns, and thus also the specific individual features exhibiting such 
panems. differ from region to region in the remaining three Slovak dialect regions (WSlk,
CSlk. ESlk). This fact does not nullify the possibility o f an interdialectal phonological norm 
that had validity for a larger, interregional portion o f the 16th century Slk language territory.
As has been discussed, Cultural Slovak is considered to have existed in regional variants, 
which implies variation in both the relative degree o f the norm and the specific phonological 
make-up o f the norm from region to region. The question then is whether there is a  smaller set 
o f core phonological features that exhibit consistent distribution o f the same reflexes in the texts 
throughout the Slk language territory, and that as such can be considered representative o f an 
interregional Cultural Slovak norm in the 16th century.
The following sections will examine each o f the phonological features o f this investigation 
individually across the entire Slk language territory (excluding MSIk as noted above) to 
determine whether there is a smaller set o f these features that show invariant interregional 
consistency o f  reflexes and can be considered the core o f a general Cultural Slovak. The 
patterning o f  the individual features across the three dialect regions will be examined first, 
followed by an assessment o f which features might be considered core features o f  a general 
Cultural Slovak, based on their interregional patterns.
I ) vocalization o f strong ъ  and ь
The textually attested forms containing reflexes from vocalized jers show the same 
consistent reflex pattem (ъ  >  e ; ь > е) in each o f the three Slk dialect regions under 
consideration.
2a) development o f syllabic f  (and related СгъС  )
The textually attested forms containing reflexes from syllabic r  (and СгъС  ) show the 
same consistent pattern o f reflexes (f  >  r  ; Ą־- >  čer• ; C rļC  >  C fC  ) in WSlk and CSlk, but 
show no discernible consistency o f reflexes in ESlk.
2b) development o f  syllabic /  (and related СІъС )
The textually attested forms containing reflexes from syllabic /  (and СІъС ) show the same
consistent pattern o f reflexes ( / ' > / /  labials__ ; /  >  lu in all other textually anested
environments) in each o f the three Slk dialect regions under consideration.
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За) fronting and raising o f  long á ! С*__ C \  С*__p
The textuaUy attested fonns containing reflexes from long á  in a  soft environment show 
essentially the same consistent pattem o f  reflexes (á > (  ) in WSlk and CSlk*. but show no 
discernible consistency o f  reflexes in ESlk.
3b) fronting and raising o f  short a I C ’_ C \  C __״ #
The textually attested forms containing reflexes from short a  in a soft environment show 
essentially the same consistent pattem o f  reflexes (a >  e ta )  in WSlk and CSlk. The forms 
with original short a  in the ESlk corpus also show a fairly consistent patterning o f  reflexes 
(ia > e ! a \  but the distribution attested in ESlk differs from the distribution attested in the other 
tw o regions.
4 ) fronting o f long and short й , и t  C’
The textually attested forms containing reflexes from long and short и in a soft 
environment show the same consistent pattern o f  reflexes (w >  0  in WSlk and CSUc, but 
show no discernible consistency of reflexes in ESlk.
5a) diphthongization o f long 6
The textually attested forms containing reflexes from long ô  do not show any consistent 
patterning o f reflexes in any o f the three Slk regions under consideration.
5b) diphthongization o f long 'é
The textuaUy attested forms containing reflexes from long 'é show a consistent pattern of 
reflexes (V >  О  only in WSlk. There is no discernible consistency o f reflexes in the CSlk6 and 
ESlk corpora.
6) diphthongization o f long и ! С 4__
The textuaUy attested forms containing reflexes from long и in a hard environment show 
the same consistent reflex pattem (и >  и) in each o f the three Slk dialect regions under 
consideration.
7 ) assibilation o f  d  /__ j
The textually attested forms containing reflexes from the sequence d+j show a consistent 
pattem of reflexes (dj > z) only in WSlk. There is no discernible consistency o f  reflexes in the 
CSlk and ESlk corpora.
5 11 should be remembered that the attested forms from the stem *prbjatel- do not show the consistency of 
reflexes exhibited by the other forms with original long à in the texts. Since a single stem is involved here, 
the inconsistency in the fonns of •prbjatel• is regarded as a peculiarity of the individual lexical items derived 
from ehis one particular stem. This inconsistency is therefore not considered significant for the results of this 
investigation.
* It is interesting to note that there is consistency in the CSlk corpus in the development 'é > ( in the 
specific instances of V from contraction in the N/A sg., D pl. endings of neuter nouns in *•bje , *-bsrvije , 
e.g. *sbdorvbje (N/A sg.) > zdrav(. However, the other instances of ’é in the CSlk corpus do no( show this 
same consistency, hence the feature as a whole is not considered to show norm development here.
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8a) assibilation o f d  /__ è J  t e , ь , $ (i.e., all front vowels)
The textually attested forms containing reflexes from the sequence d*front vowel show the 
same consistent partem of reflexes (d  > d) in W Slk and CSlk, but show no discernible 
consistency o f  reflexes in ESlk.
8b) assibilation o f  t /__ ë  (i.e., all front vowels)
The textually anested forms containing reflexes from the sequence t+front vowel show the 
same consistent pattem of reflexes (t > t) in W Slk and CSlk, but show no discernible 
consistency o f  reflexes in ESlk.
9) palatalization o f  г /__ ë , / , e , ь , ą , j  (i.e., all front vowels and j)
The textually attested forms containing reflexes from the sequence r*front vowel, j  do not 
show any consistent patterning o f reflexes in any o f the three Slk regions under consideration. 
The W Slk corpus does show a tendency toward a  consistent pattern o f reflexes (r  > r) if  only 
forms from the second half o f the century are considered.
The results o f  the examination o f the individual features across the WSlk, CSlk and ESlk 
regions have been summarized in the table below. An ”X ” in the column o f  a dialect region 
indicates thal the feature in question shows a consistent interdialectal pattern in that dialect 
region. It is to be understood that, where multiple dialect regions are marked for consistency of 
a single feature» the consistent reflex panem of that feature is identical in each o f the regions 
marked (with the single exception o f short a  in ESlk).
G eograph ical scope o f  consisten t in te rd ia lec ta l reflex  p a tte rn s  in  th e  co rpus
WSlk CSlk ESlk
1) ъ/ь X X X
2a) ז X X
2b) 1 X X X
3a) á X X
3b) a X X X*
4) C ’ú/u X X
5a) Ó
5b) *é X
6) C û X X X
7) dj X
8a) d ' X X
8b) t’ X X
9) t ' (X)
•  the consistent distribution o f reflexes in ESlk does not follow the sam e pattem  as the consistent 
distribution anested in W Slk and CSlk
( ) possible but inconclusive evidence for a consistent distribution o f  reflexes for this particular feature
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The question posed at the beginning o f  this section was whether there was a smaller set of 
these features that showed invariant interregional consistency o f reflexes and could be 
considered the core o f  a general Cultural Slovak phonological norm. As can be seen in the 
table, there are three features ( ь / ь , / ,  C 'ú  ) that show identical consistency in their reflex 
patterns throughout the entire Slk language territory under consideration here (recalling that 
MSlk was not considered here since it was determined that the MSlk corpus exhibits the Сг 
norm). Thus there seems to be a small set o f 3 invariant core features with validity in the entire 
Slk language territory that could be considered the base o f  an interregional Cultural Slovak 
phonological norm. A  fourth feature ( a )  also shows consistency of reflexes in all three dialect 
regions, however the patterns o f  distribution are not identical in each o f the regions. This 
feature might illustrate the regional variation claimed to be characteristic of Cultural Slovak. At 
this point, however, the evidence from the ESlk corpus ceases to support a proposed general 
Cultural Slovak phonological norm, since the four features just discussed are the wily four 
features that exhibit interdialectal consistency o f  reflex distribution in the ESlk texts. It should 
be remembered here that the individual regional assessment o f cultural language formation in 
the ESlk dialect region determined that the ESlk textual evidence did not support the existence 
o f a regional cultural language form in East Slovakia.
Considering only the WSlk and CSUc material, there are further features that show 
consistent interdialectal patterning o f identical reflexes in both regions. In fact, all 9  features 
that show consistent reflex patterns in CSlk (ъ /ь , r  t / , á , a , C 'ú /u , C*ú , d ' , t’ ) also show 
those same patterns in WSlk. Thus for the larger combined area o f WSlk and CSlk there 
appears to be a fairly substantial set o f invariant core features representing an interregional 
Cultural Slovak phonological norm. O f this set o f 9 features, 8 (89%) could be ascribed to the 
Сг phonological norm, while maximally 6 (67%) could be considered the possible result o f the 
development o f  an indigenous W/CSlk interdialectal norm (of which only I could 
unequivocally be ascribed to the development o f  an indigenous W/CSlk norm). This leads back 
to the question concerning the interaction o f the Cz norm and the Slk dialects in the selection o f 
the phonological features that constituted this interregional (W/CSlk) Cultural Slovak norm.
Interaction of the literary  Cz norm  and  the Slk dialects in the form ation of 
C ultural Slovak
According to the view o f  some scholars discussed previously, the selection o f  the 
phonological features o f  Cultural Slovak was based partly on mutual support between reflexes 
that were identical in both the Cz norm and at least part o f  a Slk dialect region. Regional 
variation in Cultural Slovak could then be explained, in pan, by the fact that each Slk dialect 
region had different phonological reflexes (and hence a different number o f reflexes) that
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coincided with and supported identical reflexes in the C z norm7. According to the same view, 
an invariant core feature o f Cultural Slovak exhibiting consistent distribution o f the same 
reflex(es) on an interregional basis could then be expected to arise when phonological 
development produced a similar reflex pattern in each o f the Slk dialect regions that coincided 
with and supported the Cz norm in each region.
It is true that 10 o f the 11 consistent interdialectal reflex patterns attested in the WSlk texts 
could arguably have arisen because the C2 patterns that they exhibit were mutually supported 
by identical reflexes in the WSlk dialects. There is either complete identity o r strong partial 
identity o f the expected reflex patterns in Cz and the WSlk dialects from the following 6 
developments: 1) the vocalization o f  the strong jers; 2a) & 2b) development o f syllabic f  
and j  (at least for the attested environments); 5b) diphthongization o f long 'é ;
8a & 8b) assibilation o f d . x before front vowels. However, this interpretation o f mutual 
support is highly unlikely in the other 4 instances because o f  the marginal status 
(geographically and/or phonologically) o f  the specific WSlk reflexes that would have been the 
supporting partners for the corresponding Cz reflexes in those instances. For the 4  processes: 
3a & 3b) fronting and raising o f  long and shoit à t a in a soft environment; 4) fronting of 
long and short й , и in a soft environment; 7) assibilation o f d  before j , identity o f reflexes 
is expected only between Cz and the w-sWSlk dialect area, and even then the distribution o f  the 
identical reflexes is limited within w-sWSlk. It is difficult to support the view that a reflex (or 
reflexes) that existed in limited environments in only one WSlk dialect area had a sufficiently 
strong position in the linguistic stmcture o f  the entire WSlk dialect region to act as a base o f
7 This view could be used to  explain the apparently m ore advanced state o f  cultural language formation in 
the W Slk texts (vis-à-vis the CSlk texts) that was noted here in the section on *'Regional cultural language 
formation". The WSlk dialects stand linguistically closer to  C z than the CSlk dialects and would thus have 
had more (6th century phonological reflexes that coincided with and supported identical Cz reflexes than did 
the CSlk dialects. Hence, according to  this view, the W Slk texts would be expected to  exhibit more consistent 
features that were due to  mutual support betw een literary C z and W Slk dialect reflexes. In speaking about the 
formation o f  the language used in w ntten  documents in Slovakia after the 15th century HabovStiaková states: 
,'In  this process o f  a  broader use o f  Slovak in Slovak docum ents an important role was played by W est 
Slovakia, in which there were important econom ic and cultural centers and which stood, also from  a  linguistic 
aspect, the closest to  Czech. And precisely for t b s  reason, in connection with the developm ent o f  indigenous 
Slovak, more accurately W est Slovak, written m eans, thus іл connection with the creation o f  so-called Cultural 
W est Slovak, the model o f Czech cam e to  be  used. It is  true that the use o f  those traits, in w hich Slovak (or a  
part o f the Slovak dialects) 'coincided’ with Czech, was different in the individual regional variants o f  the 
cultural language. It was not a  question here o f  a  fixed set o f  traits and the consistent application o f  those 
traits" (Habov& aková 1977,119).
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
support for the adoption o f  a specific feature into a region-wide interdialectal norm8.
Moreover, there is a counter-example to this view to be found in process 5a) diphthongization 
o f long 6 , where there is again identity o f expected reflexes only between Cz and the w-sWSlk 
dialect area, but no clear WSlk interdialectal pattem based on the identical Cz/w•sWSIk reflex is 
attested in the texts. The remaining consistent reflex pattern in the texts is from the process:
6) diphthongization o f  long й (m a hard environment). The expected reflexes from this 
phonological development are not at all identical between Cz and WSlk, however, a consistent 
reflex pattem  is attested in the WSlk corpus, based on the WSlk dialectal reflex. The same is 
tnie for the process; 9) palatalization o f r  before front vowels and j , if  it is considered that 
the later texts o f the corpus exhibit a tendency toward consistent patterning o f reflexes. In this 
case again there is no identity o f  expected reflexes between Cz and WSlk, however, there is a 
tendency toward a consistent reflex pattern attested in the WSlk texts, based on the WSlk 
dialectal reflex.
In the CSlk corpus. 7 o f  the 9 consistent reflex patterns aaested in the texts could arguably 
have arisen because the Cz patterns that they exhibit were mutually supported by identical 
reflexes in the CSlk dialects. There is either complete identity o r strong partial identity o f  the 
expected reflex partems in Cz and the CSlk dialects from the following 3 developments:
2a) development o f  syllabic f  (at least for the attested environments); 8a & 8b) assibilation o f 
d , t before front vowels. Again, this interpretation o f mutual support is highly unlikely in the 
other 4  instances because o f the marginal status (geographically and/or phonologically) o f  the 
specific CSlk reflexes that would have been the supporting partners for the corresponding Cz 
reflexes in those instances. For the 4 processes: 1) the vocalization o f the strong jers;
2b) development o f  syllabic /  (at least for the attested environments): 3b) fronting and raising 
o f short a  in a soft environment; 4) fronting o f long and short й . и in a soft environment, 
the expected CSlk support for the Cz pattem is restricted either to limited phonological 
environments in all o f  CSlk or to limited CSlk dialect areas. The remaining two consistent 
panem s in the texts: 3a) fronting and raising o f  long d i n a  soft environment;
6) diphthongization o f long û (in a  hard environment), illustrate instances where consistent 
patterns are attested in the CSUc corpus despite the fact that the expected reflexes from these 
phonological developments are not at all identical between Cz and CSlk. In the case o f the 
process: 3a) fronting and raising o f  long â in a  soft environment, the consistent pattem
* Although HabovStiaková makes claims for exactly this when she slates: *The rich layer of bookish trails in 
the cultural language of the Slovak nationality i$ made up of those endings and forms . . .  that found broader 
use in the cultural language of the Slovak nationality . . .  especially because in these cases there were common 
points of contact between (he West Slovak {often only marginal West Slovak !emphasis added]) dialectal forms 
and Czech*’ (1970.208). As an example at the level of derivational morphology she slates: *4We can explain the 
pit valence of the shape prodar over predai in administrati ve• legal monuments as the result of Slovak 
linguistic support i.e. the occurrence of the shape prodat in the Záhorsky dialects [w*sWSlk]M (1968a, 258).
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
attested in the texts follows the Cz norm, while in the case o f  the process: 6) diphthongization 
o f long й (in a hard environment), the attested consistency is based on the CSlk dialectal 
reflex. Finally, it is interesting to note that the 4 processes that do not show consistent reflex 
patterns in the CSlk corpus: 5a & 5b) diphthongization o f  long ó %' i \  7) assibilation o f 
d  before j  ; 9) palatalization o f г  before front vowels and j , a r t all cases where the reflexes 
from these phonological developments are not at all identical between Cz and CSlk.
The above discussion o f the mutual support between the literary Cz norm and the WSlk and 
CSlk dialects has been summarized in the table below. The first column indicates whether the 
WSlk reflex pattem supported the Cz norm for the given feature (S = strong support,
W  =  weak support), while the second column shows whether the given feature exhibits 
consistent interdialectal distribution o f reflexes in the WSlk texts. The third column indicates 
whether the CSlk reflex pattern supported the Cz norm for the given feature (S *  strong 
support, W  = weak support), while the fourth column shows whether the given feature exhibits 
consistent interdialectal distribution o f reflexes in the CSlk texts. The fifth column indicates 
whether the given feature shows interregional WSIk-CSlk consistency o f reflex distribution in 
the texts o f the present investigation (® the 9  W/CSlk cultural language core features).






























0 І І П П Л Й  I  • 9
attested WSlk
J U U
1) ъ/ь S X
2a) ז S X
2b) ] S X
3a) á w X
3b) a w X
4) C ü /u w X
5a) Ó w
5b) *é s X
6) C ú X
7) dj w X
8a) d ’ s X
8b) V s X
9) r ’ (X)
Ib is  allows for several observations:
A ) The features o f  the literary Cz norm that were strongly supported in at least one o f the 
Slk dialect regions, while also being supported (strongly o r weakly) in the other, seem to have
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been retained in the formation o f  consistent W/CSlk interregional phonological panems in 16th 
century administrative• legal texts -  cf. 1) ъ /ь , 2a) f  12b) / . 8a) d ' , 8b) r \
B) Even features o f the literary Cz norm that were only weakly supported in both Slk 
dialect regions seem to have been retained in the formation o f consistent W/CSlk interregional 
phonological patterns in 16th century administrative-legal texts ~  cf. 3b) a , 4) Cûiu
C ) The fact that a  feature o f the literary Cz norm was supported (strongly o r weakly) in 
only one Slk dialect regiem was apparently not a  guarantee for the formation o f consistent 
W /CSlk interregional phonological patterns in 16th century administralive-legal texts -
cf. За) å  with consistent W /CSlk interregional patterning vs. 5a) 6 ,  5b) 'é . 7) dj with no 
W /CSlk interregional consistency o f reflex patterns (although 'é , dj do show interdialectal 
consistency in the WSlk texts ־  perhaps an illustration o f  regional variation in the W/CSlk 
cultural language norm).
D ) Certain indigenous Slk consistent interdialectal patterns that arose naturally from 
phonological development seem to have been retained (regardless o f the corresponding Cz 
development) in the formation o f consistent W/CSlk interregional phonological patterns in 16th
century administrati ve• legal texts -  cf. 6) C 'ú  . The development û  >  û /  С*__  occurred in all
three Slk dialect regions (и >  и in ESlk where vocalic length was lost). This expected и reflex 
is consistently attested in the texts from all three regions (even ESlk). The expected Cz reflex 
oy  does not seem to have been influential here9.
E) However, the fact that an indigenous Slk consistent interdialectal panem arose naturally 
from phonological development was apparently not a guarantee for the formation o f a 
consistent W /CSlk interregional phonological pattern in 16th century administrati ve• legal
texts - c f .  9) r' . The development r  > r  /__ è , i . e , ь , ç t j  occurred in all three Slk dialect
regions. However, this expected r  reflex is not consistently attested in the texts (with a 
possible late tendency toward consistency in the WSlk corpus), despite the consistent 
development in the dialects o f all three regions. The expected Cz reflex r  seems to have had 
broader influence here.
4 Although U fanov claim s that the C z оц  reflex does not even enter into consideration here and that the 
и  reflex present in the texts actually represents the older (pre• ú  > oy) C z  norm : '11 is necessary, however, to 
bear in m ind that the Czech literary language that was distributed in Slovakia and entered into contact with the 
Slovak dialects differed from the Czech literary language that was in use in the Czech lands and Moravia. As is 
known, the Czech literary language penetrated into Slovakia and became used as one o f the written languages 
already in the 14th century. Here it appeared in a  soit o f  preserved su te . Strictly Czech innovations o f  a  later 
period penetrated with great difficulty o r did not penetrate a t all into the Czech litenuy language in the Slovak 
territory . . . .  Thus, here the Czech diphthong •ou. which appears sporadically in strictly Czech monuments 
already in  the first th ird  o f  the 15th century, is  alm ost not present. Ln Czech monuments o f  the Slovak 
redaction forms with the non-diphthongized •u are represented1* (U fanov 1989.45).
This view seems unlikely, since there was constant (and increasing) contact on many levels between the 
Czech and Slovak lands throughout the penod in question (see M a cá n k  1956, Vareik 1956c). It is improbable, 
considering the substantial level o f  Czech •Slovak contact, that o lder 14th century features would have been 
,,preserved‘' in  the Czech language thai was in use during the 16th century in the Slovak territory.
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Thus, it does appear that the mutual support o f identical Slk dialect and literary Cz reflexes 
from a phonological development may have been a contributing factor toward the consistent 
distribution o f a given feature in the W/CSlk cultural language attested in the texts, however, it 
was not a decisive factor nor was it an obligatory factor.
The varying degrees o f identity between the Slk and Cz reflex patterns from each o f the 
phonological developments allow for certain interpretations regarding the linguistic source o f 
the various consistent features attested in the texts. For the consistent features where the 
correspondence was strong between the reflexes o f the Cz norm and the Slk dialects, the two 
linguistic systems appear to have mutually supported each other, making it difficult to attribute 
the consistency in the texts exclusively to only one o f  the two systems. However, for the 
consistent features where the correspondence between reflexes o f the Cz norm and the Slk 
dialects was weak or nonexistent, it is reasonably clear that the Cz norm was maintained (except 
in one instance) in the texts of this investigation regardless o f the Slk dialect reflexes. For one 
o f the consistent features where the correspondence between reflexes o f  the Cz norm and the 
Slk dialects was nonexistent, it is clear that a  consistent interdialectal Slk partem was maintained 
in the texts regardless o f the reflexes o f the literary Cz norm.
It is difficult to make any generalizations regarding the 4  features that do not show 
consistent W/CSlk interregional reflex patterns in the texts. Three o f these features do have 
mutual support o f reflexes between Cz and WSlk, but only two o f those three exhibit 
interdialectal consistency o f distribution in the WSlk texts. As stated earlier, these two features 
that show interdialectal consistency in the WSlk texts but not in the CSlk texts might be 
regarded as cases o f  regional variation between the WSlk and CSlk variants o f the W /CSlk 
cultural language. H ie fourth feature that does not show consistent W /CSlk interregional reflex 
patterns in the texts does not have mutual support o f reflexes between Cz and Slk. but it does 
have the natural development o f an interdialectally consistent reflex throughout the Slk territory. 
Nevertheless, there is only a tendency toward consistent interdialectal distribution for this 
feature in the later texts o f  the WSlk corpus. Thus, there is no obvious factor that would seem 
to contribute to the inconsistent distribution o f reflexes for these 4  features in the texts. In fact, 
it should be noted that for each o f these 4  features that does not exhibit a consistent 
interdialectal reflex partem in both the WSlk and CSlk texts, there is a feature with a similar 
reflex situation (Slk<->Cz and within Slk) that does exhibit consistent interdialectal. 
interregional patterning: 6 %'é %dj vs. à ; r ' vs. C 'ú .
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Conclusions o f th is study and  recom m endations Гог fu rth e r research
In answer to the questions posed in the introductory chapter and repeated at the beginning 
o f  this concluding chapter regarding the existence, scope and basis o f an interdialectal 
phonological norm in 16th century Slovak administrative •legal texts, the following can be 
staled:
(1) The language o f the investigated 16th century administrative-legal corpus appears to 
exhibit an interdialectal phonological norm for the W est Slovak and Central Slovak dialect 
regions -  i.e., there appears to be a  written interdialectal Cultural Slovak phonological norm 
with interregional validity attested in the West Slovak and Central Slovak texts. This norm 
appears to be more developed and stable in the West Slovak regiem than in the Central Slovak 
region -  perhaps illustrating West Slovak/Central Slovak regional variation in the Cultural 
Slovak norm. The texts from the Moravian Slovak region appear to make use o f the wntten 
literary Czech phonological norm, while the texts from the East Slovak region do not show 
consistent interdialectal distribution o f reflexes for the majority o f the investigated phonological 
developments.
(2) The interdialectal, interregional phonological norm attested for the W est Slovak and 
Central Slovak regions seems to exhibit a  mixed base o f Czech phonology and Slovak 
phonology. The exact degree to which each language system is responsible for the 
phonological structure o f the anested norm is uncertain, although it is reasonably clear that the 
literary Czech norm played a substantial role in the formation o f a majority o f the consistent 
distribution patterns attested in the texts.
(3) Additional research remains to be done on the question o f cultural language and 
interdialectal norm in 16th century Slovakia. There is a need for further work on the phonology 
o f  16th century Slovak texts, especially as regards the connection between individual lexical 
items and their phonological shape. This link is often mentioned in studies on the issue o f 
Cultural Slovak but, to my knowledge, it has not been pursued on a larger scale. An in-depth 
phonological study examining the distribution o f reflexes as they occur in groups o f  related 
lexica] items from individual stems (as was partially done here for the examples o f  *prbjatel- ) 
should yield an even more refined picture o f the interrelation of the literary Czech norm and the 
Slovak dialects in written Cultural Slovak phonology than was presented in this work. As was 
the case for phonology, the research that has been done on the morphology o f 16th century 
Slovak texts has essentially been restricted to studies involving individual texts o r groups o f 
texts from specific regions. A study similar to this one, but concentrating on morphological 
features o f  the texts, would provide an additional, morphological perspective to the general 
picture o f the linguistic structure o f 16th century Slovak texts. While it is clear that there is
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additional work to be done, it is hoped that the present study has contributed to the clarification 
o f  the issue o f 16th century Cultural Slovak, and that it will be a  beneficial tool for future 
research in this area.
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This appendix presents a  listing o f those graphemes most commonly used in the texts o f 
this study to represent the phonemes o f Slovak and Czech. It is not intended to be a complete 
register o f  the all the graphemes found in the corpus under investigation. The consonant 
sounds are grouped according to place and manner o f articulation, with the sibilants together in 
a separate group at the end. The most common orthographic variant(s) o f each phoneme is 







u, V, w 
ia,ya 
ie, ye
no clear examples in corpus
uo



















Notes on vowel orthography
1 ) Vocalic length is generally not indicated with consistency in texts from this period. In the 
present corpus it is occasionally marked by diacridcs over the vowel symbols, e.g. < é > , 
< й > . There are also isolated instances o f double vowel symbols denoting long vowels in 
the texts o f  this study, e.g. <ee> =  / é  / .
2) There are some instances o f nasal vowel marking in the texts o f this study from the ESlk 
region. The most common nasal vowel representation in these texts is the grapheme still 
used in m odem Polish orthography: <$> . In some cases in these texts, nasal vowels are 
also indicated by the digraph < an > .
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phoneme grapheme
co n so n an ta l: b  b
P P
m  m
v v, w, и











c  c l  c, 12
£ cz, cž, č
s s, ss. sz
š ss, s, sz
z z
ž z, ž, 2, zi
3 dz, cz
І  d i
f  rz, f
N otes on co n so n an t o rth o g rap h y
1) In texts from this period, softness is not marked with consistency on /  b ’ , p ' . m * , v ’ , Г  , 
d ' . t ’ חי ,  / , and is almost never marked on /  Г / . In the present corpus, softness is 
occasionally marked by digraphs, e.g. < d i> , <dy> ; < ti> . <ty> ; etc. It is also marked 
diacritically in some instances in the texts o f this study, e.g. < d > , < d ê > .
2) In 16th century texts, consonant graphemes are often written double for no apparent 
phonological reason, e.g. <radde> = rade (4to the council’ D sg. f.). This is encountered 
frequently in the corpus under investigation.
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A PPE N D IX  В : T E C H N IC A L  D E S C R IP T IO N  O F  T H E  C O R PU S
The presentation o f the texts in the tables below is according to the dialect regions: MSIk י־ 
WSlk -  CSlk -  ESlk. The WSlk* CSlk and ESlk regions are subdivided according to the major 
internal divisions: sW Slk-nW Slk, nCSlk-sCSlk, wESlk־ eESlk. Within each subdivision, the 
texts are listed in alphabetical order according to place o f  composition (Slk/Cz alphabetical 
order is used, hence a follows a and ô  follows 0 ; ch is listed after h ; and č comes after 
с  t š  after s , ï  after z  and r  after r  ).
The first column of each table gives the date o f composition for each text. It should be 
noted here that although the scope o f this investigation generally includes only texts from the 
period 1530-1590, tw o ESlk texts written shortly after 1590, as well as four ESlk texts of 
uncertain chronology in the 1500s (marked simply *‘16th c." throughout this work), were 
included in the investigation because o f a general lack o f  available texts from the period for that 
regie«.
Following the date o f composition is a general description o f  the document. Included in this 
description are the type o f text (letter, town book entry, etc.), the au tho rs) and recipient(s) o f 
the text, and in the case o f town book entries o r city/couit records the general content o f  the 
document, as far as any o f this information is known.
The third column o f each table shows the sources o f the textual editions used in this 
investigation. All o f the editions o f the texts used in this investigation come from secondary 
sources (journal articles, monographs and text collections). While some were published as true 
diplomatic editions o f the original manuscripts, many were published using various systems o f 
transliteration and/or transcription. Only those transliterated/transcribed editions accompanied 
by a full description o f the transliteration/transcription system employed were considered in the 
selection o f the corpus. The final corpus consists then o f texts in diplomatic editions and texts 
in those transliterated/transcribed editions where the system o f  transliteration/transcription does 
not obscure the original orthographic representation o f  the specific phonological features under 
investigation here. The abbreviations used in the column of secondary sources designate the 
following:
Dejiny ПІ =  Stanislav 1957. (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the specific text in the
Stanislav 1957 section “Staré slovenské jazykové pamiatky: b) Súvislé texty, 
listy a zápisy"; p.XXX refers to the page number o f the specific text in Stanislav 
1957)
Dorul a 61 s  D orula 1961 b, (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the specific text in
D orula 1961b)
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D onila 66 s  D onila 1966. (p.XXX refers to the page number o f the specific text in Donil a
1966)
D onila 69 = D orala 1969b. (#XXX refers (0 the number assigned to the specific text in
D on ila  1969b)
Dubay = Dubay, Dezider A. 1939/1940. (p.XXX refers to the page number o f the specific
text in Dubay, Dezider A. 1939/1940)
JŠ  s  Jazykovedné Studie VI. 1961. (p.XXX refers to the page number o f the specific
text in Jazykovedné Studie VI. 1961 )
Jelšava =  Lehotská and Orlovsky 1976. (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the
specific text in Lehotská and Orlovskÿ 1976)
Kotulič «  Kotulič 1939b.
Miháj 3  Mihál 1936.
Novák *  Novák 1937.
Stanislav = Stanislav 1948. (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the specific text in
Stanislav 1948)
Šimovič = Šimovič 1941. (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the specific text in
Šimovič 1941)
Stoic = Stoic 1951. (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the specific text in Stole
1951)
Varsik = Varsik 1956c. (#XXX refers to the number assigned to the specific text in
Varsik 1956c)
The fourth column of each table gives the length o f  each text as it is found in the edition 
used for this study. The formatting and size o f typeface employed in the secondary sources is 
fairly uniform, hence a listing o f  the number o f lines in each text gives a reasonably accurate 
picture o f  the relative size o f  each text. The texts vary in length from 4 lines to 100 lines, with 
an average length o f  approximately 22 lines. The WSlk text Povaíská Bystrica 1576 extends to 
373 lines, but only the first 100 lines were considered in the investigation since they were 
deemed highly representative o f  the remainder o f  the text. Limiting this text (0 the first 100 
lines also kept it within the range represented by the other texts, thus avoiding distonion o f  the 
data that might have occurred through an imbalance o f  certain forms caused by the 
consideration o f  a text o f  disproportionate size. Broken down by dialect region, the size o f  the 
corpus is as follows:
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total lines total texts lines/text
MSIk: 454 23 20
WSlk: 1211 52 23
CSlk: 1150 46 25
ESlk: 569 31 18
Total: 3384 152 22
The numbers in the final column of each table indicate the location o f  the place o f 
composition o f  each text on the maps used throughout this work. The numbers are arranged on 
the map from west to east, i.e.» following the order: M Slk->sW Slk->nW Slk->nCSlk-־> 
sCSlk->w ESlk->«ESlk.
After each o f  the four regional tables there is a chronological listing o f  the texts covered in 
the table. These listings provide a chronological overview for each dialect region o f  the number 
o f texts and their locations according to decade.
Following the entire set o f  tables is a set o f maps illustrating the geographical distribution of 
the texts. The first map shows the distribution o f  the entire set o f texts used in this 
investigation. Tbe following maps give the geographical distribution o f  the texts according to 
decade. Each o f these maps coven  one decade and shows only those towns that are 
represented by a  text (or texts) written in that decade. The maps are arranged in increasing 
chronological order with the last map illustrating the four ESlk texts o f  uncertain date in the 
16th century.
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GLOSSARY
This glossary presents the modem Slk and Cz forms (i.e., the phonological/etymological 
continuations) o f the 16th century lexical items cited in Chapters IV-VÜ of this investigation. 
The forms listed here therefore provide both a modem phonological reference as well as a type 
o f standardized spelling for the numerous variants encountered in the 16th century texts. The 
meanings assigned to the lexical items in this glossary are those that pertain in the 16th century 
texts under investigation. Thus, due to semantic changes in the lexica o f Slk and Cz over the 
past four centuries, the English definitions listed here are not necessarily the most common 
definitions for the given modem Slk or Cz words, indeed standard contemporary dictionaries of 
Slk and Cz list some o f  the definitions cited here as archaic or dialectal by modem standard 
usage. Also, because o f divergent tendencies in the individual development o f the Slk and Cz 
lexica, this is in no way an accurate listing o f modem Slk<->Cz lexical equivalences. The 
individual Slk and Cz forms listed here were chosen solely on the basis o f their phonological/ 
etymological relation to the attested 16th century forms.
This glossary is therefore to be understood as a dictionary o f the assembled 16th century 
corpus with the headwords rendered by their modem Slk and Cz phonological/etymological 
equivalents. It is intended to be used in conjunction with the “Index o f  cited forms” to provide 
complete grammatical, lexical and etymological information for the examples cited in Chapters 
IV-VII o f  this investigation. The major sources used to compile the information included in the 
glossary entries are the following:
1) general lexicographical works: GaSparíková and Kamiš 1983; Havránek 1989; Peciar 
1959-68; Poldauf 1990; Stanislawski 1986; Szymczak 1978-81; Viükovská and 
Vilikovskÿ 1983
2) etymological and historical works: Bnickner 1989; Fasmer 1964-73; Klemensiewicz, 
Lehr-Spławiński, Urbańczyk 1981 (esp. 197-254); Kluge 1975; Kopeiny, etaJ. 1981; 
Lamprecht, Šlosar, Bauer 1986 (esp. 255-95); Machek 1971; Majtán 1991- ; Reczek 
1968; Sławski 19??- ; Stanislav 1967b; Simek 1981
The glossary is organized according to Slk/Cz alphabetical order (like English alphabetical 
order, except à follows a and ô follows 0 ; eh is listed after /! ;a n d  č comes after c t s 
after s  . 2 after z and r  after r  ). Unless otherwise indicated (see symbols and 
abbreviations below), the first item in each listing is the modem Slk form. The modem Cz 
form is listed second, followed by the English definition in italics. Finally, the Proto-Slavic 
form (or other source form) from which the entry derives is listed in square brackets. It should 
be noted that separate entries for items with the prefix ne- (denoting negation) are not given
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bert, but rather the corresponding positive, поп-prefixed form is given (unless the ne- fonn 
exists as an independent lexical item in standard dictionaries, in which case it is given in this 
glossary).






(Cz Only) a  
(Pol only) =
В
*bierat‘/  *bfrat (?) —  to take [< *bératij 
bežat‘ /  bēžet —  to run [< *bēžati] 
bieły /  bflÿ —  white [< •bčlbjb]
B o h / B ū h  —  G od  (< ♦Ьо*ъ]
bôtka /  botka —  boot [bota (< Fren botte) +  -ka (< *-ъка)] 
b ra t/b ra tr —  brother [<*brat1־bj 
brat /  brát —  to take [< •Ььгао]
byt* /  bÿt —  to be (also used as auxiliary in paraphrastic past and fu ture) [< *byti]
С
celÿ /c e lÿ  —  whole, erűire [< *célbjb] 
cesta /  cesta —  road  [< *cèsta]
ciricev /  с írke v —  church [< original oblique stem *cf ,къѵь (A sg.) (N sg. ■ *cj^ky)} 
cudzí /  cizi —  foreign, strange [< *tjudjbjb)
с
č a s /č a s  —  time [< *časi] 
t e r v e n  /  červen —  June [< *čf״vjenb] 
dervenÿ /  červeny —  red [< *čf’vjenbjb) 
čest /  č e s t—  honor [<*čbstb] 
čiem y /  čem ^ —  black [< *čf’nbjb] 
čftat* /  čftat —  to read [< *čitati]
form exists in m odem  Slk/Cz but does not have, o r no longer has, the 
16th century meaning given here
archaic form that is no longer present in the modem Slk/Cz lexicon 
existance o f  form not completely certain 
corresponding form does not exist in archaic or m odem Cz 
corresponding form does not exist in archaic o r m odem Slk 
corresponding form exists in neither Slk nor Cz, but is found in Polish
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
D
(fakóval /  dčkovat —  to thank [< WSIav *dçk- (< M HG  danc /  denke) + Slav *-ovati]
dal’ /  dál —  to give [< *dati]
deft /d e n  —  day (<*duu>]
desat‘ /  deset —  ten [< *desçtb]
deti /  déli —  children [< *dSti]
devāt* /  devél —  nine [< *devçtb]
diel /  dû —  portion, part [< *dč!b]
dielo /d flo  —  business» affair [< *dëlo]
dietky /  dítky —  children [< *dÉtbky]
dievka /  dívka —  girl; daughter [< *dévbka]
dlh /  dtuh —  debt [< •dig*]
dlhÿ /  dlouhÿ —  long [< *dļ*gbjb] 
dJžnflk /  dlužnik —  debtor (< *dļžuiikb] 
dlžny /  dluźny —  indebted [< *dļžbnbjb]
Mlžstvo /  *dlužstvi (?) —  debt (< *dļžbstvo /  *dļžbstvije]
dobromysefnÿ /  dobromyslny —  kind-hearted (< *dobrom ysltfbjb]
dobry /  dobry —  good  (< *dobrbjb]
dom /  dûm —  house, building [< *domb]
fdomlúvat’ /  domJouvat —  to scold, reproach [< *domļvati]
dopomôct /  dopomoci —  to help out [< ״ dopomogli]
dopustit /  dopusiii —  to allow, permit [< *dopustiti]
dopūštat' /  dopou Stè ( —  to allow, permit [< *dopustjati ]
dosi /  dost(i) —  enough, sufficiently [< *do syti (G sg.) < -  *sytb]
dôchodok /  dûchodek —  revenue (< *doxodbkb]
dôvem ost /  dûvém ost —  confidence {< *dovêrwostb]
dôvod /  dûvod —  proo f [< *dovodb]
[dráha] /  dráha —  road, way [< *dorga]
drvo /  drvo —  wood [< original p i  stem *drbv- + *-0 ($g. stem  = *derv-)]
[diianie] /  [diženi] —  holding, possession, property [< *dj1׳ žanbje]
diiat* I držet —  to hold, keep [< *d^žaii]
duša /  duše —  soul [< *duša]
dvadsat /  dvacet —  twenty [< *dbva desçti]
F
farár /  faráf —  clergyman [< MHG  p fam tre]
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fojt(ov)stvo /  fojtství —  office or land holdings o f  a magistrate fojt /  fojtj
[< Cer Vogt /  Voit 4־ Slav •-(ov)bstvo /  *-bstvije)
H
híadiet* /  hledčt —  to regard; contemplate [< *glçdèti)
bore /  n ab o b  —  above [< *(na) gorë (L sg.) < -  *gora)
hospodár I  hospodáí —  landlord [< *gospodaijb]
hrdJo /  hrdJo —  throat, neck (< *gydlo]
hufta /  ho u n t —  thick wool fabric, thick wool blanket [< *gunja]
CH
chciet /  chtil —  to want [< *xotêti] 
chodit' /  chodit —  to go; come [< *xoditi]
I
imanie /  jmênf —  possessions. property [< * j  unênbje] 
ist /  ji t  —  to £0 ; come [< *idti /  *iti]
J
j a / j á  —  /  (< •jazb)
jalovča /  jalūvče —  г [< *jalovbč$]
jutro /  jitro  —  measure o f  area (used fo r  land) [< *jutro < *jurt(o) <  M H C  juchen) 
*już (inow už) / již  —  already [< *juže]
К
кЛаг /  knéz —  clergyman [< *kbnçd2b] 
knieža /  knfže —  prmc* [< *kbnęźęj 
koniec /  konec —  е/аУ [< *копьсь] 
kożuch /  kožich — fu r  coat (< *к02ихъ] 
kóń /  kûrt —  A öfjf (< *konjb) 
kráf /  král —  king [<*korijb]
krátkost’ /  krátkost —  shortness, brevity [< *kortbkostb] 
krčma /  krčma —  inn, tavern {< *kjtuna]
krcsfan /  kfestan —  Christian [(< OHG  krist(j)ãni) <  Lat chnstiãnus]
krmit* /  krmit —  to feed  [< •kfmiti)
kfmny /  krmny — fattening, to befanened  [< *kpram jb]
ktorÿ /  kterÿ —  which [< *kbtorbjb /  *kbterbjb)
ku /  ku —  to, toward  [< •къ)
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
kúpenie /  koupení —  buying, purchase {< *kupjenbje]
kúpit /  koupit —  to buy [< *kupinJ
kurva /  kurva —  whore, harlot \< *кигьѵа]
L
lepši /  Icpši —  better [< oblique stem *Ičpjbš- + *-bjb (N sg. m. stem  = *Ičpjb-)] 
ležat* /  ležct —  to lie, be lying [< *ležati] 
l is t / l is t  —  Utter [< * lis tb j
lúdka /  toučka —  diminutive c f  lūka /  louka (= field, meadow) [< *lęćiJca] 
ludia /  lidć —  people [< *ljudbje]
Іикло /  lukno —  measure o f  volume (often fo r  grain) (< *Ідкъпо)
M
manželka /  manželka —  wife [< *malženka <  *maldožen- (see Machek !971 . J5 Í)]
mat ! /  mád —  mother (< *mati]
mat' 2 /  mit —  to have [< *jwnêti]
mäsiar /  masa? —  butcher (< *mçsaijb]
mēdzi /  mezi —  between [< *medji]
menši /  menSi —  smaller [< oblique stem  *muijbš- + *-bjb (א  sg. m. stem  = *ты уъ־)] 
mesiac /  mêsíc —  month [< *mésçcb]
mestečko /  mčstečko —  diminutive o f  mesto /  mèsto town, city) [< *m éstbíbko]
meŠkanie /  meSkání —  delay, hesitation [< *mbžiJcanbje or *mãSkanbje (see meškat* )]
meškat’ /  m elkat —  to live, dwell [< * ть З Д ай  or *mèSati with -k- extension]
m ešt an /  mēšt'an —  citizen \< original p i  stem *mèstjan- (sg. stem  *mèstjanin-)]
meštek (Slk only) —  diminutive o f  meSec /  mēšec (׳=  sack) [< *тё§ы ъкъ]
miera /  mira —  measure, amount (< *mèra]
miesto ן /  misto —  place (< *mèsto]
miesto 2 /  misto —  instead o f  [< *mèsto]
milost /  milost —  grace [< *milostbl
mlčat' /  mlčet —  to be silent [< *mļ’čati]
*mluvit /  mluvit —  to speak, talk, say [< *mjviti]
môct* /  moci —  to be able [< *mogti]
môj /  mûj —  my [< *mojb]
mudrost‘ /  moudrost —  wisdom  [< *modrostbļ
múdry /  moudry —  wise (< * rriQdrbjb]
muž /  muž —  man; husband [< *mQŽb]
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N
nádink /  nāčini —  utensils, instruments (< *načinbje]
tnadluze /  nadJouze — fo r  a  long time [< *na d ļ’gi  (L sg.) < -  *dļ’gb]
nadovšetko /  nadevšecko —  above al! [< *nad* vbšačbsko]
nadpisał’ /  nadepsat —  to write above [< *пайъ pisati /  *пагіърь5ап!
najprv(ej) /  nejprv(e) — firs t  [< *najpf’vje-j /  *najpr’vje]
n á js t '/n a jít—  to find  [< *naidti /  *naiti]
najviac(cj) /  nejvíc(e) —  [< *najvçtje-j /  *najvçtje]
nāJežaī /  rUūežet —  to belong {< *naležati]
rialiat‘ /  nalít —  /0 pour  (< *naJbjaū]
naplnit' /  naplnit —  to fill  [< *napļ ״niti )
nari adit‘ /  nafidit —  to command, order [< *naręditi]
narodenie /  narození —  birth [< *narodjenbje]
náS /  n á l —  our [< *našb]
navrátit* /  navrátit —  to return [< *navortiti]
nedel'a /  nedále —  Sunday [< *nedãlja]
nepria2eft /  nepfizeń —  disfavor, ill-will, unfriendliness [< *ne-pibjaznb] 
nerozdielny /  nerozdQny —  inseparable; undivided [< •ne-orzdèlbnbjb] 
nesnádza /  nesnáze —  dÿfcu/iy [< *ne-snadja]
О
oba* obc /  oba, obè —  both [< *oba , •obë]
obecny /  obecni —  municipal, town {< obec (< *obbtjb) + -nÿ/-ni (< *•ыѵъ|Ь Л -bnjbjb)]
obliczność (OPol only) —  presence, attendence [< *obtičbnostb]
obtažnost' /  obtižnost —  difficulty [< *obtçîbnostb]
obtažovat /  obtčžovat —  to bothert inconvenience [< *obt^žovatij
obyčaj /  obyčej —  custom  [< *obyćajb]
odkładanie /  odkJádání— delay (< *otkladanbje]
ł odm] ú vat (?) /  odmlouvat —  to talk back, contest [< *otmļvati]
odpierał* /  odpíral —  to refuse, decline [< *otpèrati]
odpočinūt /  odpočinout —  to rest, relax [< *otpoćinęti)
ona /  ona —  she  [< *ona]
opatmosl’ /  opatm ost —  circumspection (< *opatruiostb] 
opatm ÿ /  opatm ÿ —  circumspect [< *opatruibjb] 
opytovanie (Slk only) —  questioning [< *opytovanbjej 
o te c /o te c — father  [< *otbCb]
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P
pamat* /  pamét' —  memory [< *pamçtb] 
pani /  pani —  (good) lady; wife [< *panbji) 
pat* /  pčt —  five  [< * p ęa ] 
pec al /  pečet' —  seal [< *pečatb] 
peniaz /  peniz —  coin [< *pénçdzb]
peniaze /  penize —  money [< original A  p i  *pénędze (N p i  = •pénçdzi)] 
piatok /  pátek —  Friday [< *pętbk־b]
[pisanie] /  psani —  letter (< *pisanbje /  *pbsanbje]
pisár /  pisai —  seribe [< *pisaijb]
pivnìca /  pivnice —  beerhouse (< *pi v ьпіса]
piatì(' /  platit —  to pay [< *piatiti]
piny /  plnÿ — fu l i  complete [< *pļ *nbjbļ
poctivÿ /  poctivÿ —  honest, upright [< *počbstivbjb]
poćatie /  početi —  conception [< *poćętbje)
podpisał /  podepsa( —  to write below  [< *podbpisati /  *podbpbsati]
t podtvrdenie (?) /  t podtvrzenf —  согфгтайоп. authentication (< *podbtvj’djenbje]
pohreb /  pohfeb —  burial [< *pogrtbbj
pokrvny /  pokrevní —  related [< *pokrbVbn׳bjb]
poi /  pài —  half [< *роіъ]
poriadok /  pofádek —  order, organization, arrangement; routine [< *porędbkb]
porozumie(' /  porozumét —  to come to know, understand [< *po-oizumèti)
poničai’ /  poroučet —  to command [< *poročati]
pomčenie /  poručeni —  last will, testament [< *poročenbje]
poruíenstvo /  poničenstvf —  trusteeship {< *poročbnbstvo /  *poročbnbstvije]
posadit /  posadit —  to seat, place [< *posaditi ]
posol /  posel —  messenger [< *posbh»]
postúpit /  postoupit —  to yield, surrender [< *postopiti]
potreba /  potfeba —  need; demand [< *poterba]
potrpiet /  potrpét —  to endure, bear [< *potf’pētij
potvrdenie /  potvr2cni —  confirmation, authentication [< *potv^’djenbje]
potvrdit’ /po tvrd it —  to confirm [< *potvj־‘diti]
poveda! /  povédèt —  to say, tell [< *povédati (Cz inf. and Slk, Cz n-p. influenced by  *vôdéti))
pozdravenie /  pozdravent —  greeting [< *posbdorvjenbje]
pozûstat (Cz only) —  to remain, be left (< *po +  *zostati (see zostat* below)}
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pôjst /  pûjdu (Is t sg. n-p.) —  to  go, leave [< *poidti /  *pojkiQ]
pracovat /  precovat —  to work, perform a  function  [< praca (<  *portja) +  *-ovati)
pravit (C2  only) —  to say  [< *praviti]
predarne /  prodání —  5e//mg, м /е  [< *perdanbje /  *prodanbje]
predižič /  prodloužit —  /о prolong, extend [< *perdļ 'žiti /  *prod] ’fcti)
predižovanie /  prodJuiování— p rø /а ід о іо л . extension [< *perdļ'žovanbje /  *prodļ’žovanbje]
predo /  piede —  tø b r *  [< *perdi»]
predoSlÿ /  pfedeSIÿ — foregoing, previous [< *perdbšbdlbjb]
predovletkÿm /  pfedevšim —  above all [< *perdi» vbšačbskyjimb /  *perdi» ѵъ&ть]
predstúpit /  pfedstoupit —  to come forward, appear (< *perdbstQpiti]
priat' /  pfát —  to wish (someone) the jo y  o f  J< *prbjati]
ргіаіеГ /  pfitel — friend  [< *prbjateljb]
priâtelskÿ / pfttelskÿ — friendly [< •pn,jateljbsk*bjb)
priatefstvo /  pfálelství — friendship [< *pibjateljbstvo /  *prbjateljbstvije]
priazeft /  piïzeft — favor, good-will, friendship [< *prbjaznb]
priazmvÿ /  pffzni vÿ —  favorable, friendly [< * prbjaznj ѵъjb]
pribiehat /  pfi bihat —  to come running [< *pribëgati )
pričina /  pftčina —  cause, reason [< *pričina]
pridržat /  pfidržet —  to hold  (< *pridf'žati]
prichádzat /  pficházet —  to arrive, come f< *prixadjati]
prichodit’ /  ł pfichodit —  to arrive, come [< *prixoditi]
prikázat’ /  priká2at —  to order, assign [< *phkazati )
prûnlu va /  pfímlu va —  intercession [< * prim | va]
[pririekatļ /  pfifűcat —  to promise , vő*  [< *prirè kari]
prirodzenÿ /  pfirozenÿ —  ллгига/ [< *prirodjenbjb]
prísaha /  prísaha —  oath |<  *prisçga]
pnsažnik /  [pfisežnflcj —  с0илгі/0г [< *prisęźbnik־b]
prfsażny /  [pftsežn^] —  с0м!с7/0г [< *prisęiJbn׳bjb]
prislubit /  pfi si (bit —  rø vök׳, />г0т /д е  [<*pnsbljubiti)j
príst' /  pfijít —  го corne, arrive [< *priidti /  *priiti]
pristúpit /  pfistoupit —  rø approach, appear before [< *pristQpiti)
prisudzovaí /  pfísuzovat —  to adjudge, adjudicate [< *prisQdjovati]
pritisnút /  pfitisknout —  to press, app/y, priwf [< *pritisknęti]
ł prodiuhování (Cz only) — prolongation, extension [< *pro- +  *d|’g ׳  + *-ovanbje]
prosit /  prosit —  to askf request [< *prositi)
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prv(ej) /  ргѵ(е) —  before, earlier [< *pr״vje-j /  *pr'vje]
prvšie (Slk only) —  before, earlier [< oblique stem *p fVjbš- + *-eje (N m . stem  =
*pfV jlr)]
prvy /  prvÿ —  /?гя  [< *pf’vbjb]
púStat' /  pouštāt —  rø release, let go [< *pustjati]
R
rtčit' /  ráíit —  rø fc* pleased to [< *račiti]
rada /  rada —  advice, counsel; council [< *rada]
riect’ /  Het —  (o say, tell [< *rekti )
nchtár /  rychtáf —  magistrate (< M HG  rihtari!
rozdiet /  rozdfl —  difference; divergence [< *orzdēlb)
rozkázanie /  rozkázání —  order, command [< *orzkazanbje]
*rozmluvenie (?) /  rozmluveru —  conversation, discussion [< *oranļvjenbje)
*rozmluvit (?) /  rozmJuvit —  to converse, [< *orzmļviti]
rozum iet /  rozumêt —  to understand, know [< *orzuméti] 
różnica /  rùznice —  dispute, quarrel [< *оггьпіса] 
ruka /  ni ka —  hand (< *ręka)
S
sa /  se —  oneself [< *sç]
sediet* /  sedét —  to sit, be sitting [< *sêdèti]
sień /  sífi —  hall, room  [< *s£nb]
skončenie /  skončenf —  end [< *sbkonbčenbje]
slobodit /  svobodit —  to free, release [< *svoboditi (Slk -I- by dissimilation: v _ b  >  L b ) )
síub /  sltb —  promise [< *siJjubb]
sfúbit /  slibit —  to promise (< *sbljubiti]
sfubovat /  sii bo val —  to promise (< *sbljubovatij
sluśny I sluSny —  decent, proper [< *sluśurbjb]
służba /  služba —  service [< *službba]
slúiit’ ! sloužit —  to serve [< *služiti]
služobnfk /  służebnik —  servant (< *službbbmki»]
slySai /  sJyśet —  to hear (< *sly§ati]
smiet /  smēi —  to dare [< *sim éti]
smrt’ /  smrt —״׳ death [< *sbmf Чь]
f spoi us u sed (?) /  spolusoused ~  fellow  citizen [< spoļu (< *s׳b polu (G sg.) < -  •роіъ)
+  *SQSÉdl»)
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spôsob /  zpûsob —  way, manner [< •уъ- + *posobb (<  *po sobē L sg. re}7. ртол.)]
spraved lnost/ spravedlnosi —״ где/кг, privilege; justice [< *sbpravbd-l-tnostb]
spravodiivost /  spravedlivost —  right, privilege; justice [< *sbpravbd-l-ivostb]
spravodlivÿ /  spravedlivÿ — fair, ju st [< *sbpravbd-Uvbjb]
spravovat* sa /  spravovat se —  to conform, comply [< *sbpravovati sç]
srdcc /  srdce —  heart [< *sf’dbce)
stary /s ta iÿ  —  otø [<*starbjb]
statček /  stateček —  diminutive o f  statole /  statek (< *$игьЗД ъ]
statok /  statek —  property, goods [< *statbki»}
st'ažnost' /  stižnost —  соіяр/аілл grievance (< *sbtęźiAOStb)
stažovanie /  stéiování —  awnptetomg [< *sbtçiovanbje]
stôl /  stûl —  /atøe [< *stolb]
streda /  stfeda —  Wednesday |<  *serda]
strie fat* /  stfilet —  tо shoot [< * strëljari ]
stvorenie /  stvoïenf —  creature [< *sbtvoijenbje]
sudca /  soudce —  judge, justice [< *SQdbca]
súdobny /  sude bnf —  judicial [< *SQdbbbivbjb /  *sodbbyijbjb)]
sused /  soused —  neighbor (male) [< *sQsédb]
s u s e d a  /  s o u s e d a  —  *tigA tor (female) (< *SQSéda]
susedskÿ /  sousedskÿ —  neighborly [< *sQSêdbskbjb]
svätit /  s vêtit —  rø celebrate [< *svçtùi]
svâtÿ /  svaty —  A0/y (< *svçtbjb]
[svedomie] /  [svédomí] —  иимезд; /*tti/ruMy (< •$ъ védőm bje] 
sviatosi* /  sv á to st —  sacrament (< *svçtostb] 
svoj /  svúj —  [< *svojb]
svrchupsanÿ (Cz only) —  above-mentioned (< svrxu (<  •sb  vj-’xu (G sg.) < -  *vf,хъ)
+ *pbsanbjb]
s
šest’ /  šest —  six (< *šestb]
štastie /  itéstí —  А яр р теи , good fortune  [< *sbćęstbje]
Stastnÿ /  It'astnÿ —  happy, fortunate [< *sbiçstw bjb] 
štvrt /  čtvit —  fourth  [< *ébtvf’tb] 
štvrtok /  čtvftek —  Thursday [< •бЫУг’гькъ]
Stvrtÿ /  étvrtÿ — fourth  [< *čbtvj״tbjb]
§ vagor /  švagr —  brother-in-law [< G er Schwager]
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t'ažkost /  tēžkost —  difficulty, trouble [< *tęźbkostb] 
t&žkj /  té ikÿ  —  Леаѵу; Pévere [< *tęibfcbjb] 
teta /  tele —  oflÿ* [< *telç] 
telo /  tèlo —  body [< *tèlo]
leprv (Cz only) —  only, not until [< te- (o f unsure origin) + *pf’vb]
trh / t rh  —  market [< *tfgb]
tridsat' /  tficet —  thirty {< *tri desęti]
tip  iet’ /  tipèt —  to endure [< *tf’pëtij
t y / t y  —  you(sg .) [< *ty)
и
údolie /  údolí —  l< *odolbje]
uhol /  ühel —  corner {< *ggblb] 
uchádzat' /  ucházet —  to run away, flee  [< *uxadjati) 
umiet /  umèt —  to know how [< *iiméti] 
úpadok /  úpadek —  decline [< •ирагіъкъ]
úplnost /  úplnost —  entirety, totality [< *ирГп- (<  *ѵъ pi‘nè (L í* .) < -  *р|*пъ) + *-osa) 
ùplnÿ /  uplnÿ —  entire, complete [< *upļ’n- (< *ѵъ p ļ’nē (L sg .) < -  *р |’пъ) +  *-bjb] 
úrad /  úrad —  office, bureau [< *urçdb (<  *ѵъ rçdè (L sg.) < -  *ręd*b) (?)] 
úradník /  úfedník —  official [< *uręd- (<  *ѵъ rçdè (L sg.) < -  *ręd*b) (?) +  *-ыіікъ] 
urod2enÿ /  urozenÿ —  noble (< *urodjenvjb]
utorok /  útery —  Tuesday [< *(?іогькъ /  *Qtertjb or *ѵъюгькъ /  *vbterbjb] 
utvrdenie /  utvrzení —  confirmation, authentication [< *utvf'djenbje] 
uživanie /  uživāni —  use [< *uživanbje]
V
vá$ /  v à i —  your (pl.) [< *vašb]
väzeft /  vèzen— p r ison er [< * vęz№j ь]
vdačny /  vdèènÿ —  grateful; gratifying ; worthy o f  gratitude
[< WSlav *vdę£- (< *ѵъ dęk- < WWG dane /  denke) + Støv *-ьпъ>]
vec /  véc —  thing, item ; affair, issue [< *vektb o r  véktb]
vedenie /  vèdèní —  knowledge {< *vêdènbje)
vediet /  vèdèt —  rø Алон״ (< védéd]
vedla /  vedJe —  according to, conforming with [< *ѵъ dblji (Z, 55 ) < -  *dblja] 
vellcÿ /  vel(i)kÿ —  grear [< *velikbjb] 
verit’ /  vèfit —  to believe [< *vêrid]
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vemÿ /  vém ÿ —  true,faithful [< *vêrw ijb]
viac(ej) /  víc(e) —  /7!or< [< /  *vçtje]
vidiet /  vidét —  fo w  [< *vidéti)
viera /  vira —  belief, faith  [< *véra]
vládnut /  vládnout —  /о гм/*, govern [< *voldnQti]
v i«  /  v lí í  —  W0//5 [< * vļ’Čbjb]
vnutor /  vnitf —  [< *ѴЪП QtrbJ
ѵо /  ve —  in; on [< •ѵъ]
von /  ven —  our, outside [< *ѵъпъ]
ѵог /  vüz —  wagon, c a r i (< •ѵогъ]
vôbec /  vtìbec —  1« genera/ [< •ѵъ  obbtjb (A sg.) < -  obbtjb]
vôfa /  vûle —  и׳ій, *fcsire [< *volja]
vrátil /  vrábt —  to return (< *vortiti]
vrch /  vrch —  top [< *vf’xb]
vsadit’ /  vsadit —  to put (into), place (into) [< *vbsaditi]
vyberaí /  vybirat —  to collect [< *vybérati]
vydat’ /  vydat —  to give out, yield, produce [< *vydati]
vyhJ adávai /  vyhJedávat —  to look out for, look after [< *vyglçdavati]
vÿmienka /  vÿminka —  stipulation, condition (< *ѵутёпъка]
vyplatit /  vyplatit —  to pay up [< *vyplatiti]
vyplnenie /  vyplnéní —  completion [< *vyp| ,njenbje]
vyplnit /  vyplnit —  to complete [< *vyp|’niti]
vyrozumiet /  vyrozumët —  to conclude, gather [< •vy-orzumêti]
vyslySat’ /  vy sly ie t —  to hear (out) [< *vyslySati]
vyznanie /  vyznání —  declaration, statement [< *vyznanbje]
vyznávat’ /  vyznávai —  to declare, confess [< *vyznavati )
vziat‘ /  vzfi —  to take [< *vbzçá]
vzknesenie /  vzkfßeni —  resurrection [< *vbzkrésjenbje]
Z
zaberat /  zab im  —  to seize [< *zabéra»]
záéinok (Slk oniy) —  a section o f  a  barn {< *гайпъкъ)
zamiesić /  zamisit —  to mix (< *zamésiti]
zámok /  zárnék —  castle [< * гатъ къ ]
zaplatit /  zaplatit —  to pay [< *zaplatiti]
zaslubit /  zaslibit —  to promise [< *zasbljubiti)
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zat' /  zet' —  son-in-law  [< *zçtb] 
zbožie /  [zbožj] —  grain  [< *sbbožbje] 
zdravie /  zdravi —  health [< *sbdorvbje]
zeman /  zeman —  squire [< original p i  stem *zemjan- (sg. stem  «  *zemjanin-)]
zmienka /  zminka —  reference, űUu5/on (< *ѵъгтёпъка)
zmluva /  smlouva —  contract [< *sbmļva]
znanie /  znání —  knowledge [< *znanbje]
znat’ /  znát —  ro ifcnow [< *znati]
zniel /  znit —  io say; л>ижі (< *zvHréti]
zostaí /  zústat —  to stay, remain [< 2• (< *s־b- o r  *jbz-) + ostati (<  •obstati)] 
zotrvat /  setrval —  persevere, persist [< *s׳Mn>vati]
[znadenie] /  zftzen! —  ru/mg, decree, ordinance [< *zrędjenbje (*z- <  *sb- o r  *jbz-)] 
zm o /  zm o —  # ram  [< *zj’no]
zúplna /  zupina —  *лгіге/y [< z- (< * s v  o r *jbz-) +  úplna (G sg ?) (< -  úpln- ( м  úplny))] 
tzúplny  (Slk and Cz ?) —  елгіг*. complete [< z- (<  *st>- o r  *jbz-) + ùpinÿ (see tiplnÿ)] 
zvrchu /  svrchu —  above [< *бъ v f’xu (G í£ .) < -  *vf’xb]
г
žalovai sa /  žalovat (si) —  /0 complain {< *žalovati sę] 
žiadat’ /  iádat —  to request, demand [< *2ędati ] 
žrieba /  hfíbê — foa l [< *źerbę] 
žriedlo /  zndlo —  spring, source, well [< *žerdlo]
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This index provides grammatical and referentia] information for the 16th century forms cited 
in Chapters IV-VII o f the present work. The forms are listed here in Slk/Cz alphabetical order 
with the following conditions. Because o f  inconsistencies in the use o f graphemes in 16th 
century Slk/Cz orthographic practice, no attempt is made here to interpret the 16th century 
digraphs for the sake o f  alphabetical ordering. Thus, although the spelling cz  in < czeso  
clearly indicates č  (modem Slk: česf ) ,  the form <czest> is listed here according to cz 
rather than ( .  This holds true as well for the digraph ch , which is listed according to the strict 
linear order o f the graphemes с-Л , rather than in the position following h as is customary in 
Sik/Cz dictionary practice. For example, in the listing o f the forms o f rrh , the form <trch> 
precedes the form <trhu> ; and the forms o f chcietl chtit spelled with ch (e.g., <chcel>) are 
listed under с  and not after h . Each variant spelling o f an lexical item is given its own entry, 
but identically spelled forms are listed together under one entry with the differing grammatical 
or referential information for each form listed separately under the single headword.
The grammatical and referential information for each cited form is provided in the following 
fashion. A complete grammatical description is given fust. It should be noted that the case, 
number, and gender information provided for the PrAP and PAP forms is based on 
grammatical function and not morphological shape. Fluctuation in the use o f desinences, along 
with the adjectival use o f these participles, allowed for the possibility o f several different 
endings for many of the participle forms during this period. The italicized word in parentheses 
following the grammatical information refers to the headword in the *4Glossary** under which 
modem Slk and Cz equivalents as well as an English translation and the etymology o f the form 
can be found. The second set o f  information is a reference to the location o f the cited form in 
the 16th century corpus. The place and date o f composition o f  the text are given first, followed 
by the line and word number o f the cited form within the indicated text. The line and word 
numbers refer to the exact location o f the cited forms in the textual editions used for this study. 
The information on textual editions can be obtained from Appendix B: ,Technical description 
o f the corpus". Finally, a reference is given to the location where the form is cited in the body 
o f  this study. All such references are to Chapters IV-VII o f this work and give the dialect 
division and phonological feature section where the form is cited. As an example, the first 
entry in this index is to be read as follows:
autery —  A sg. n. (utorok); Kromčfiž 1542 (16/2); MSIk C  u״
Grammar info.: accusative singular neuter (noun); glossary listing: utorok 
Corpus info.: K rom éfíi 1542 (= Varsik #136); line 16, word 2 
Citation info.: Moravian Slovak chapter section: diphthongization o f long ú I С *__
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autery —  A  sg. n. (utorok); K rom éfö  !542 (16/2); MSlk CM 
auterzy —  A  sg. n. (utorok); Partiz. L'upča 1571 (5/4); CSlk CM; CSlk ?
В
bedaczemy —  I pi. т .  PrAP (byt ); Dubovica 16th c. b (1/9); ESlk C 'ú 
beni —  3rd pl. n-p. ibrat' ); Mošovce 1567 (27/3); CSlk CM 
berze —  3rd sg. n-p. (brat' ); Partiz. Lupča 1571 (16/2); CSUc г* 
bezel —  sg. m. l-part. (beiat' ); Bytča 1580 (18/6); WSlk a 
béièli —  pl. l-part. (bežat); WSlk a
biale —  A  pl. f. adj. (biely); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (1 1/8); ESlk 'é
bileho —  G  sg. n. adj. (biefy); Skalica 1543b (14/12); W Slk ״é
bog —  N  sg. m . (Boh); Bartošovce 1554 (34/3); ESlk 6
bratrza —  G  sg. m. (brat); Partiz. Lupča 1540 (8/3); CSlk r ’
brzaier —  N  sg. m. (brat); Plaveč 1532b (8/5); ESlk ז '
brzatrom —  1 sg. m. (brat); Rajec 1553 (24/2); WSlk r״
buch —  N sg. m. (Boh); Plaveč 1532b (17/5); ESlk 6
bude —  3rd sg. ful. (byt ); Beckov 1535 (2/4); WSlk d ’
budeihe —  2nd pl. fut. (by()\ Uh. Brod 1547 (29/8); MSlk d ’
budu —  3rd pl. fut. (byt ); Pov. Bystrica 1547 (17/3); WSlk CM
Levoča 16th c. (3/12); ESlk CM
budu-Ii —  3rd pl. fut. (by( ); Vetká n. Vel. 1548 (10/3); MSlk CM
Buh —  N sg. m . (Boh); Vaiai. MeziKči 1541 (19/5); M Slkó
Cachtice J 544 (8/3); WSlk 6
buh —  N  sg. m . (Boh); Veliêná 1584 (1 1/3); CSlk ó
Buoh —  N  sg. m. (Boh); Rožnov p. Radh. 1535 (14/10); MSlk ó
N. M esto n. Váh. 1546(9/8); WSlk 6 
Levoča 16th c. (4/8); ESIkó
buoh —  N sg. m. (Boh); Vel'. Pole 1547 (13/6); CSlk 6 
buotky —  A pl. f. (bôika); Trenčin 1584(57/1); WSlk 6 
byeratì —  inf. {bierat' ); Pov. Bystrica 1576(67/2); WSlk ’é
С
cela —  A sg. f. adj. (cely); Spiš. Kapituła 1592 (6/1); ESlk C 'ú
chcel —  sg. m. l-рал. (chciet' ); Jelšava 1567b (15/5); CSlk t ’
chczą —  3rd pl. n-p. (chcie( ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (24/4,28/7); ESlk C*ú/u
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chczel —  sg. m. l-part. (chciet ); Rajec 1553 (58/3 .59/11); W Slk זי
Tm ava 1580a (7/9); WSlk V 
Tm ava 1580b (8/6); WSlk V
chczeli —  pi. 1-part, (chciet ); Chtelnica \ 531 (7/10); WSlk t ’
chczely —  pi. 1-part, (chciet ); Pov. Bystrica 1547 (13/10); WSlk t״
chczv —  1st sg. n-p. (chciet ); BartoSovce 1554 (55/15); ESlk C ú /u
chczy —  1 st sg. n-p. (chciet ); Dobrá Voda 1538b ( 13/9); WSlk C ö /u
Krás. Lúka 1556 (4 /11); ESlk C ú /u
chodil —  sg. m. 1-part, (chodif ); Roikovany 1575 (9/8); ESlk d* 
chodycz —  N sg. m. PrAP (chodif); Pov. Bystrica 1547 (6/12); WSlk á 
chleli —  pl. 1-part, (chciet ); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (66/12); WSlk t' 
chticz —  N sg. m. PrAP (chciet ); Skalica 1543b (19/12); WSlk á 
chticze —  N sg. m. PrAP (chciet ); Partiz. L'upča 1540 (22/5); CSlk á 
N pl. m. PrAP (chciet ); Uh. Ostroh 1533 (21/1); MSIk á 
czarny —  N  sg. m. adj. (ćierny); Brezovica п. Тог. 1567 (11/3); ESlk f  
czassc —  L sg. m . (čas); Partiz. Lupča 1582 (36/12); CSlk a 
czenvenych —  G  pl. m. adj. (âervenÿ); Partiz. Lupča 1562 (1 1/12); CSlk f  
czenvne —  G  sg. m. (červen); Levoča 1569 (10/3); ESlk f  
czeskey —  L  sg. f . adj. (tazky); Krás. Luka 1556 (4/7); ESlk a; ESlk t* 
czest —  A  sg. f. (čest); Lomné 1572 (14/10); ESlk ъ/ь 
czestu —  I sg. f. (cesta); Bytëa 1580 (13/10); WSlk C ú  
cziaskosczy —  A pl. f. (t'azkosf ); Bartošovce 1554 (26/9); ESlk a 
cziçskoscz —  N sg. f. (fa ikost); Hertnik 1565 (3/5); ESlk a 
cztaucz —  N sg. m. PrAP (citât ); KromčHž 1542 (2/5); MSlk C ú  
cztuczi —  N pl. m. PrAP (čUat ); Lomné 1572 (3/1); ESlk C 'ü  
cztvrtek —  A sg. m. (štvnok); Velká n. Vel. 1548 (4/6); MSlk ך
cztwrtek —  A sg. m. (štvrtok); Bytča 1580 (1/5); WSlk ъ/ь
S p ii  Kapituła 1592 (21/9); ESlk ъ/ь; ESlk ז
cztwrty —  N sg. m. adj. (Štvrty); Trenčin 1584 (22/10); WSlk f  
czwarthy —  N sg. m. adj. (irvrïy); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (16/1); ESlk f 
czwiert —  A  sg. f. (šrvrt ); Partiz. L'upča 1551 (7/12); CSlk f  
czwrtek —  A sg. m. (štvrtok); ѴеГ. Pole 1547 (14/3); CSlk ъ/ь 
czyrkvy —  G  sg. f. (cirkev); Veseli n. Mor. 1549a (12/4); MSIk ך 
czyze(m]u —  D  sg. m. adj. (cudzi); Rajec 1553 (58/12); WSlk dj 
cžiemey —  G sg. f. adj. (lierny); Partiz. L’upča 1588b (18/9); CSlk г 
cżerveny —  A sg. m. adj. (âerveny); Trenčin 1549 (43/7); WSlk [
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С
čas —  N sg. m. (čas); CSlk a
Ctwrte —  L  sg. f. adj. (Stvrry); Veliírtá 1584 (1/13); CSlk ļ
D
dadza —  3rd pl. n-p. (da í ); Hertnik 1565 (5/15); ESlk á 
dein —  A  sg. m. (den); Plaveč 1532a (4/4); ESlk d ־
dekugy —  1st sg. n־p. (dakovat' ); JelSava 1567a (7/5); CSlk a; CSlk C ’ù/u; CSlk d ’
den —  A  sg. m . (deń)\ Rožnov p. Radh. 1535 (15/5); MSlk ъ/ь
K lišter Smilheim 1540 (5/3); MSlk d '
N. M esto n. Váh. 1550 (13/7); WSlk ъ/ь 
Trenčin 1549(28/5); WSlk d ־
Ružomberok 1555a (4/5); CSlk ъ/ь; CSlk d ־
derzeny —  L  sg. n. (držanīe); Krás. Lúka 1557 (4/8); ESlk n  ESlk a
derzety—  inf. (driat' ); Parti2 . L'upča 1551 (8/2); CSlk j
desedi —  A num. (desat' ) ; Kafamenová 1571 (7 /2 );C S lka
dessecz —  A  num. (desat' ); Bardejov 1586 (3/12); ESlk a
detmi —  I pl. n. (deri); Rajec 1553 (55/14); WSlk t ’
dety —  G  pl. n. (deny. Partiz. L’upča 1551 (13/10); CSlk d ’
dewat —  A num. (devåf ); Kremnica 1569 (5/3); CSlk a
dewecz —  A num. (devāt ); Bardejov 1586(3/10); ESlk a; ESlk d*
dewet —  A num. (devài ); Trenčin 1584 (37/3); WSlk a
dewka —  N sg. f. (dievka); Bytia 1580 (8/6); WSlk ’é; WSlk d ־
dieczy —  G  pl. n. (deti); Tm ava 1565b (2/3); WSlk t ’
diekuje[m ]e—  1st pl. n-p. (dakovat)■, N. M esto n. Váh. 1546 (16/2); W Slk d '
d iekw gy—  1 st sg. n-p. (dakovat)-, Plaveč 1532b (4/1); ESlk a; ESlk d ’
dietky —  N  pl. f. (dietky); Ružomberok 1586 (5/9); CSlk ’é
dievka —  N sg. f. (dievka); Ružomberok 1531a (2/3); CSlk ’é
divka —  N sg. f. (dievka)■, Trenčin 1549 (76/3); WSlk '6
djtky —  N pl. f. (dietky); Rajec 1586 (35/12); WSlk ’é
dluchye —  A  pl. m. adj. (dlhy); Chmefov 1577 (2/2); ESlk ļ
długie —  A  pl. m. adj. (dlhy); Plaveč 1583 (2/6); ESlk |
dluh —  N sg. m. (dih); N. M esto n. Váh. 1534 (1 1/1); W Slk \
A  sg. m . (dlh)-. Uh. Brod 1536 (5/2); MSlk |
Martin 1540(6/5); CSlk!
dluhe —  A pl. m . adj. (dlhy); Makovica 1579b (2/9); ESlk | 
dluheho —  G  sg. n. adj. (dlhy); Senica 1537 (3/5); WSlk |
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dluhu —  G  sg. m. (dlh); Šemša 1580 (4/5); ESlk j
dJuhy —  N  pl. m . (dlh); Amutovce I6th c. (19/3); ESlk ļ
A  pl. m . (dlh); Partiz. L'upča 1540 (1 1/6); CSlk \
dlustwo —  N sg. n. (dlistvo); Rožkovany 1575 (6/2); ESlk |
dluzen —  N sg. m. adj. (dtëny); Uh. Brod 1538 (4/1); MSIk j
Chm eíov 1577 (4/8); ESlk ъ/ь 
Amutovce 16th c. (12/2); ESlk |
dluzien —  N sg. m. adj. {dlíny); Hlohovec 1532 (5/10); WSlk ļ
dłużników —  G pl. m. (diznife); Partiz. Lupča 1568 (10/9); CSlk ן
dlužen —  N sg. m. adj. (dliny); Partiz. L'upča 1540 (10/6); CSlk ļ
dlvgow —  G  pl. m. (dlh); Bartošovce 1554 (17/4); ESlk ļ
dne —  G  sg. m. (deń); VeliŐná 1584 (1/4); CSlk a
Levoča 1569 (10/2); ESlk a
dnja —  G  sg. m. (den); РоГапоѵсе 1584 (9/7); ESlk a
dnie —  G  sg. m. (den); N. M esto n. Váh. 1534 (11/10); WSlk a
dnu —  D sg. m. (deff); Chtelnica 1531 (9/5); WSlk C ’vi/u
dobre —  adv. (dobry); Dobrá Voda 1538b (16/1); W Slk r*
dobromysl(n]e —  adv. (dobromysefny); Veseli n. Mór. 1549b (20/12); MSIk ļ
dobru —  1 sg. f. adj. (dobry); Beckov 1535 ( l  1/4); WSlk C*ú
dobrze —  A sg. n. adj. (dobry); Vrbové 1550b (1/10); WSlk r'
Plaveč 1532b (4/6); E S lk r’
adv. (dobry); Uh. Brod 1531 (10/10); MSIk r ’
Plaveč 1532b (3/3); E S lk r’
dobrzeho —  G sg. n. adj. (dobry); Smolenice 1537 (1/7); WSlk r'
Mošovce 1567 (3/12); CSlk r ’
dom  —  A sg. m. (dom); Rajec 1586 (26/3); WSlk ó
Hóra 1578 (19/3); C SIkó 
Bartošovce 1554 (19/3); ESlk ó
domluwa —  3rd sg. n-p. (domlúvat'); Partiz. L’upča 1582 (43/12); CSlk ]
dopomuziete —  2nd pl. n-p. (dopomôcf ); Bfeclav 1539 (6/3); MSIk 6
dopustiti —  inf. (dopustit' ); Kromčffž 1539 (8/1); MSIk V
dosczi —  adv. (dost‘ ); Chtelnica 1531 (7/12,17/5); W Slk t ’
doviemosti —  G  sg. f. (dôvernosf ); Uh. Brod 1530 (12/6); MSIk ó
drogv —  I sg. f. (dráha); Bartošovce 1554 (18/10); ESlk C eú
drwa —  A  pl. n. (drvo); Partiz. L’upča 1582 (44/6); CSlk ז
drze! —  sg. m. l-part. (driat ); Levoča 1569 (8/1); ESlk ץ
d r a l l  —  sg. m . l-part. (driat' ); Orav. Zámok 1574 (39/3); CSlk a
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á m ú  —  inf. (iiria i ); Uh. Brod 1547 (13/5); MSlk г  MSlk a 
držal —• sg. m. !•part (driat' ); Partiz. L'upča 1582 (11/6); CSlk j  
drfÉU —  pl. ]•part (.drìat ); CSlk a 
držčli —  inf. (ària( ); WSlk a
duchotku —  G  pi. m. (dôchodok); Kaíamenová 1571 (4/3); CSlk 6
dum —  A  sg. m. (dom); Rajec 1586 (35/4); WSlk ó
duom —  N  sg. m. (dom); Jelšava 1576-7 (2/6); CSlk ó
A  sg. m . (dom); Troava 1536 (22/1 ); WSlk 6
Levoča 1569(7/2); ESIkó
duowot —  A  sg. m. (dóvod); Partiz. L’upča 1571 (33/1 ! ); CSlk ó 
dùm —  A sg. m. (dom); Ružomberok 1585b (2/2); CSlk 6 
dussy —  1 sg. f. (duła); Pov. Bystrica 1562 (4/7); WSlk С и /и  
dwaczat —  A num. (dvadsaf ); Tm ava 1577e (4/8); WSlk a 
dyl —  N sg. m. (diet); Pa1t i2 . L'upča 1588b (14/9); CSlk 'é 
A  sg. m. (diet); Rajec 1553 (27/9); WSlk 'é 
dyla —  G  sg. n. (dieto); Brwnov-Bylnice 1539 (9/8); MSlk ’é 
dytky —  N pl. f. (dietky); Partiz. L'upča 1562 (24/12); CSlk ’é 
dywky —  G sg. f. (dievka); Partiz. L'upča 1568 (9/1); CSlk ’é 
dzen —  A sg. m. (derí); Bardejov 1586 (5/9); ESlk d* 
dzewec —  A num. (devâf ); Šemša 1580 ( l  1/3); ESlk d ’ 
dzyathkamy —  I pl. f. (dietky); Bartošovce 1554 (34/11); ESlk ’é 
dzyll —  A sg. m. (diet); Orav. Zámok 1574 (21/2); CSlk d  ״
dzylw —  G  sg. m. (diet); Orav. Zámok 1574 (38/7); CSlk d*
F
ffararza —  A sg. m. (farár); Baitošovce 1554 (31/10); ESlk a 
ffogtowstwj —  A sg. n. (fojt(ov)stvo); Rajec 1586 (10/8); WSlk 'é 
ffogtstwj —  D sg. n. (fojtiov)stvo); Rajec 1586 (23/13); WSlk C ’u/u
G
gduczim *— D pl. m. PrAP ((s f  ); MoSovce 1568 (10/6); CSlk CM
giz —  adv. (juî); Makovica 1579a (3/13); ESlk C ù/u״
gsaucz —  N pl. m. PrAP (byf ); Orav. Zámok 1574 (32/4); CSlk CM
gu —  A  sg. f. pron. (ona)\ Tm ava 1577a (7/2); WSlk C 'ü/u
РоГапоѵсе 1584 (4/16); ESlk C ’ü/u
gy —  A  sg. f. pron. (onà)\ Ružomberok 1585a (5/9); CSlk CM/u 
gy2 —  adv. (jui); Partiz. L'upča 1538 (13/2); CSlk CM/u
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hospodar —  N  sg. m . (hospodâr); Pov. Bystrica 1562 (3/3); WSlk r ’
Partiz. Lupča 1582 (72/9); CSlk r ’
hrdJo —  A sg. n. (hrdlo); Partiz. L'upča 1582 (68/14); CSlk f
hunyu —  A  sg. f. (huńa); Kračunovce 1580 (6/11 ); ESlk C ú /u
I
iuz —  adv. (juí); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (7/6); ESlk C ú /u
J
Jalowtze —  N sg. n. (jalovca); Amutovce 16ch c. (3/13); ESlk a
jducze —  N sg. f. PrAP ((st' ); Trenčin 1549 (53/9); W Slk С и
ji —  A sg. f. pron. (ona); Valaš. MeziFičf 1541 (14/3); MSlk C u /u
Beckov 1535 (10/7); W Slk C ú /u
jiz י — adv. (juz)\ KláSter Smilheim 1540 (7/6); MSIk C ú /u
Dava 1542 (6/9); WSlk C ú /u
jmyti —  inf. ( N .  Mesto n. Váh. 1546 (13/10); WSlk 'é
jsau —  3rd pl. prés. (byf); Tm ava 1550 (3/5); WSlk C ú
jsu  —  3rd pl. prés. (byf ); Martin 1540 (2/6); CSlk C ú
Jutro —  A sg. n. (jutro); Amutovce I6th c. (20/4); ESlk C ú /u
К
karmnych — G  pl. f. adj. (krmny); Amutovce 16th c. (29/3); ESlk ך
kaupyl —  sg. m. l-part. (kúpif ); Partiz. Lupča 1538 (7/7); CSlk C ú
ke —  prep, (to); Pov. Bystrica 1562 (1 1/12); WSlk ъ/ь
Kalamenová 1571 (20/4); CSlk ъ/ь 
Plaveč 1532a (2/2); ESlk ъ/ь
kniez —  N sg. m. (krnz); Skalica 1550 (6/4); WSlk a
Kniez —  N sg. m . (kna2); Veseli п. Мог. 1549b (3/5); MSlk a
kniezy —  D sg. m. (krnz); Ilava 1542 (17/3); WSlk C ú /u
knyze —  N  sg. m. (knitía); Trenčin 1584 (24/5); WSlk á
ko[n] —  N sg. m. (kán); Dől. Lopašov 1546 (4/3); W Slk ó
kon —  N sg. m. (kán); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (11/1); ESlk ó
koncza —  G  sg. m . (koniec); Poíanovce 1584 (9/13); ESlk a
konc zu —  D sg. m . (koniec); Partiz. Lupča 1578b (18/1); CSlk C ú /u
konecz—  A sg. m . (koniec); Uh. Brod 1530 (3/9); MSlk ъ/ь
konia —  A  sg. m. (kon); Šemša 1580 (6/2); ESlk a
kozuch —  A sg. m . (kozuch); Trenčin 1584 (67/8); WSlk C ú /u
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
kralé — G  sg. m. (krá t);  Uh. Ostroh 1533 (16/1); MSlk a
Plaveč 1532b (14/8,19/2); ESlk a
kratkosczi —  G  sg. f. (krâtkosf ); Chtclnica 1531 (11/13); WSlk V 
krczmy —  A  pl. f. (krima); Trenčin 1584 (33/11); WSlk f  
krestanc —  N  pl. m . (kresfan); Mošovce 1569 (16/3); CSlk a 
krestian —  N  sg. m . (kresfan); CSlk a 
krmil —  sg. m. l-pait. (k fm if ); Pardz. Lupča 1582 (17/5); CSlk ך 
kterauss —  A  sg. f. adj. (ktory); Ružomberok 1555b (8/7); CSlk Cśń 
к teru —  A  sg. f. adj. (ktory); VeliCná 1584 (2/4); CSlk C ú  
kterza —  N sg. f. adj. (ktory); Partiz. Lupča 1571 (25/9); CSlk r ’ 
kterzeho —  G  sg. m. adj. (ktory); Plaveč 1532a (10/1); ESlk f
ku —  prep. (ku); Uh. Hradištč 1538a (6/9); MSlk ъ/ь
Trenčin 1549 (20/10); WSlk ъ/ь 
Partiz. Lupča 1559 ( 1 l / l  2); CSlk ъ/ь 
Bardejov 1586 (5/1 ); ESlk ъ/ь
kuin —  N  sg. т .  (kân); Plaveč 1532a (10/4); ESlk 6
kupeny —  A sg. n. (kûpenie); Ružomberok 1585a (7/6); CSlk 'é; CSlk C ú
kupyl —  sg. m. l-part. (kupit ); Tm ava 1565b (1/8); WSlk C û
Šemša 1580(5/12); E S lk C ú
kurwow —  I sg. f. (kurva); Partiz. Lupča 1582 (8/10); CSlk C ú
L
lepssy —  A  sg. f. adj. (lepš();  Valaš. Mezifiči 1541 (32/5); MSlk C ú /u
Čachtice 1550 (9/5); WSlk C ú/u
lezyczy —  N  sg. m. PrAP (U iatâ ); Skalica 1590 (7/9); WSlk á 
ležiczyh —  A pl. Л PrAP (lezaf); Partiz. Lupča 1582 (89/10); CSlk i  
lidem —  D pl. m. (tudia); Partiz. L'upča 1540 (10/9); CSlk C ú /u
lidmi —  I pl. m . (tudia); Uh. Ostroh 1540 (4/6); MSlk d '
Skalica 1536(14/5); WSlkd*
Partiz. Lupča 1540 (29/3); CSlk d ’
lidy —  G  pl m. (tudia); Veseli п. Mor. 154%  (13/6); MSlk C ú /u
liście —  L sg. m . (list); Brezovica n. T o r  1567 ( 14/5); ESlk t ’
luczek —  G  pl. f. (lúíka); Vy5. КиЫп 1568 (8/11); CSlk ъ/ь
ludy _  A pl. m. (tudta); Partiz. Lupča 1578b (15/4); CSlk C ú /u
ludze —  N pl. m. (tudia); Chmelov 1577 (8/5); ESlk C ú /u
lukan —  G  pl. n. (lukno); Kremnica 1569 (4/5,6/11); CSlk ъ/ь
Kalamenová 1571 (29/10); CSlk ъ/ь
Lukan —  G  pl. n. (lukno); Kremnica 1569 (8/13); CSlk ъ/ь
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lydi —  G  pl. m. ((nàia); Smolenice 1537 (12/5); WSlk C ù /u  
lydze —  N  pl. m. (fudia); Krås. Luka 1557 (2/10); ESlk C ’ú/u 
Lyvdzmy —  I pl. m. (tudia)\ Baitošovce 1554 (6/15); ESlk d '
M
m aje —  N sg. m. PrAP (та(2У* Uh. Brod 1531 ( l  1/3); MSlk a 
maji —  3rd pl. n-p. (mat'2)\ Tm ava 1536 (33/7); W Slk C ù /u  
majicz —  N sg. m. PrAP (mat'2)\ Uh. Brod 1531 (27/4); MSlk C ű /u  
manzelkow —  I sg. f. (manželka); Partiz. L'upča 1571 (18/16); CSlk C 'ú  
manzelku —* I sg. f. (manželka); Paitiz. L’upča 1562 (6/14); CSlk C ù  
ma[n]zielku —  1 sg. f. (manielka)'״ Breclav 1539 (3/9); MSlk C ’ú 
m asara — N sg. m. (mäsiar); Skalica 1536 (28/2); WSlk r ’ 
matere —  G  sg. f. (mat'f); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (45/5); WSlk r  ״
math —  inf. (mat2)\ Makovica 1579b (6/10); ESlk ’é 
M audrym —  D  pl. m. adj. (múdry); Skalica 1550 (18/1); WSlk C ú
maudrzy —  V pl. m. anim. adj. (múdry)\ Uh. Hradištč 1538a (1/4); MSlk Qè
Uh. Brod 1540a (1/4); M Slk r' 
Skalica 1543b (1/6); WSlk C ú
maya —  3rd pl. n-p. (mat'2)\ Hertnik 1565 (3/14); ESlk C ú /u
meczy —  prep. (medzī)\ Hlohovec 1550 (5/11 ); WSlk dj
medzi —  prep. (medzi)\ Kračunovce 1580 (4/1); ESlk dj
medzy —  prep. (medzi)\ Partiz. L’upča 1562 ( l  1/3); CSlk dj
m enssow —  1 sg. f. adj. (meni( ); Partiz. L’upča 1588b (16/10); CSlk C ’ú/u
meru —  A  sg. f. (miera)\ Kremnica 1569 (9/10); CSlk *é
mesicze —  G sg. m. (mesiac)\ Partiz. L'upča 1571 (4/10); CSlk á
meskane — G  sg. n. (meikanie); Jelšava 1567a (14/8); CSlk á
messtok —  A sg. m. (meitek); Slov. L'upča 1589 (42/7); CSlk ъ/ь
mesteczku —  L  sg. n. (mestečko); KláStor p. Zniev. 1531 (14/9); CSlk ъЛ>
m esto —  prep. (miest02)\ Partiz. L'upča 1562 (30/11); CSlk 'é
mesyacu — G  sg. m. (mesiac); Chmel’ov 1577 (12/5); ESlk á
mety —  inf. (mat'2)\ Slov. Vés 1591 (15/3); ESlk ’é
mezy — p^ep. (medzi)\ Valaš. Meziriči 1541 (7/9); MSlk dj
Trenčin 1532 (4/9); W Slkdj 
Orav. Zámok 1574 (20/8); CSlk dj 
Chmel’ov 1577 (6/8); ESlk dj
mie —  G sg. pron. (ja); Plaveč 1583 (4/3); ESlk a
miessczane —  N pl. m. (mestan)', Valaš. Meziftči 1541 (28/9); MSlk a
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Miessczane — V  pl. m. (mesfan); Velká п. V e l 1548 (1/10); MSlk a
miestie —  L  sg. n. {miesto} ); Velká n. Vei. 1 548 (8/7); MSlk Г
mieti —  inf. (maf2); N . M esto n. Váh. 1550 (!3/2); WSlk *é
Martin 1540(22/6); CSlk ’é
milosczi —  G  sg. f. (m ilosf ); Chtelnica 1531 (3/2); WSlk t* 
miste —  L  sg. n. (miesto j); VyS. Kubin 1568 (4/10); CSlk ’é 
mistie —  L  sg. n. (miesto!); KromēHž 1542 (8/4); MSlk ״é 
mistu —  D sg. n. (miesto!); Skalica 1536 (13/12); WSlk ’é 
miti —  inf. (m af2); Uh. Ostroh 1540 (7/11); MSlk ״é 
mity —  inf. (maf2); Plaveč 1532b (19/8); ESlk ״é 
mlczet —  inf. (m lčaf ); Partiz. Lupča 1582 (44/13); CSlk |; CSlk a 
mlovy —  3rd sg. n-p. (miuviï); Slov. Lupča 1589 (19/2); CSlk ļ 
mlowil —  sg. m. l-part. (miuviï ); Partiz Lupča 1559 (12/8); CSlk I
mluviti —  inf. (mluvif ); Roinov p. Radh. 1535 (11/9); MSlk |
Trenčin 1549 (38/13); WSlk |
mluwicz —  N  sg. f. PrAP (mluvif ); Partiz. Lupča 1582 (46/3); CSlk à 
mluwil —  sg. m. !•part, (miuviï ); Partiz. Lupča 1582 (22/11); CSlk 1 
mnu —  I sg. pron. (ja); Trenčin 1577 (6/4); WSlk C ü  
mnv —  I sg. pron. (Ja); Bartošovce 1554 (53/6); ESlk C 'ú  
moy —  N sg. m . adj. (môj); Plaveč 1532b (8/6); ESlk 6 
mozies —  2nd sg. n-p. (m ôcf ); Plaveč 1532a (6/8); ESlk ó 
możess —  2nd sg. n-p. (m ôcf); Trenčin 1549 (81/10); WSlk 6 
mudrosc —  N sg. f. (müdrosf ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (5/4); ESlk C ú  
mudry —  N pl. m. anim adj. (1múdry); Žamovica 1548 (1/6); CSlk C ú  
Mudrzim —  D  pl. m. adj. (múdry); Mošovce 1567 ( l / l ) ;  CSlk г*
mudrzy —  V  pi. m. anim. adj. (múdry); Uh. Brod 1530 (1/4); MSlk C ú
Trenčin 1549 (1/4); WSlk C ú
Mudrzy (m] —  D pl. m. adj. (múdry); DoL Lopašov 1546(13/1); WSlk r'
mUg _ א   sg. m . adj. (1môj); Rajec 1586 (24/13); WSlk ó
muj —  N  sg. m. adj. (máj); Bfeclav 1539 (3/6); MSlk ó
muoy —  N sg. m. adj. (môf); Strāžnice 1532 (3/4); MSlk 6
Pov. Bystrica 1547 (2/7) ; WSlk ó 
Roikovany 1575 (4/12); ESlk 6
muoze —  3rd sg. n-p. (m ôcf ); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (47/9); WSlk ó
muozeme —  1st pl. n-p. (môcf ); KJāštor p. Zniev. 1531 (13/3); CSlk ô
muozte —  2nd pl. n-p. (m ôcf ); Uh. Ostroh !533 (27/6); MSlk ó
m už —  3rd sg. n-p. (môcf ); Partiz. Lupča 1582 (31/11 ); CSlk ó
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m ūžā —  G  sg. m. (muf); Partiz. Lupča 1559 (15/4); CSlk a
mvy —  N sg. m. adj. (môj)\ Krás. Liika 1556 (6/1); ESlk 6
myenya —  G  sg. n. (imanie); Bartošovce 1554 (4/14); ESlk á
myeskayaczemv —  D $g. m. PrAP (meškai ); Dubovica I6th c. a (11/3); ESlk C ú /u
myeste —  L  sg. n. (miesto;); Polanovce 1584 (11/9); ESlk #é; ESlk t'
my sto —  A sg. n. (miesto!); Slov. Ves 1591 (15/6); ESlk ’é
myti —  inf. (maf2)\ Partiz. L’upča 1582 (29/7); CSlk ״é
N
naczynye —  A sg. n. (nâcinie); Plaveč 1556 (4/5); ESlk ’é
nadepsany —  N sg. m. PPP (nadpisat ); Val. MeziHči 1541 (9/3); M Slk ъ/ь
nadluze —  adv. (nadluze); Rožnov p. Radh. 1535 (14/11); MSlk |
nadowsseczko —  adv. (nadovsetko)\ MoSovce 1568 (9/4); CSlk ъ/ь
nahore —  adv. (hore); Vaiai. MeziHči 1541 (34/7); MSlk r'
nahorze —  adv. (hore); Beckov 1535 (6/6); WSlk г*
naiperwei —  adv. (najprv(ej) ); Šemša 1580 (6/11 ); ESlk ן
naleiiczy —  A  pl. f. PrAP (nálezat' ); Uh. Brod 1547 (5/11); MSlk á
náleiéli —  pl. 1-pait. (nálezat' ); MSlk a
naliawssy —  N pl. m. PAP (naliaf ); Paitiz. Lupča 1571 (35/6); CSlk á
nalieli —  pl, bpart. (naltat ); Paitiz. Lupča 1568 (28/6); CSlk á
napi ni te —  2nd pl. n-p. (naplnit‘); Velká n. Vei. 1548 (12/8); MSlk \
Naroczeny —  G  sg. n. (narodenie); Mošovce 1578 (1/4); CSlk dj
Narozeni —  G  sg. n. (narodenie); Partiz. L'upča 1540 (1/4); CSlk dj
паггугепуті —  1 pl. f. PPP (nariadit ); Veseli п. Мог. 1549b (5/1); M Slk á; MSlk dj
Nasse —  N sg. f. adj. (nas); Lomné 1572 (23/6); ESlk a
nasse —  N sg. f. adj. (nás); Lomné 1572 ( 11/6); ESlk a
Slov. Vés 1591 (15/5); ESlk a
nassi —  I sg. f. adj. (náS)\ Rajec 1586 (4/8); WSlk C ú /u
nass и —  A sg. f. adj. (лді); Partiz. L’upča 1562 (8/2); CSlk C ú /u
Lomné 1572 (6/8); ESlk C ú /u
nassy —  A sg. f. adj. (náí); Lomné 1572 (7/7); ESlk C ú /u
nasszau —  I sg. f. adj. (náS)\ Ružomberok 1555a (9/9); CSlk C ú /u
navraticz —  N pl. m. PrAP (navrátit' ); Skalica 1536 (8/14); WSlk á
naydethe —  2nd pl. n-p. (nájst ); Sklabifta 1579 (10/11 ); CSlk d ״
nayprv —  adv. (najprvfej) ); КШ іег Smilheim 1540 (5/6); MSlk j
neberzeme —  1st pl. n-p. (brat' ); Uh. Brod 1538 (8/10); MSlk r'
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nechceli —  pl. l-part (1ckcief ); Jelšava 1567b (19/8); CSlk V 
nedelu —  A sg. f. (nedeta); Ružomberok ! 555b (4/6); CSlk C ú /u  
nedely —  A sg. f. (nedeta); Partiz. Lupča 1578a (50/3); CSlk C ú /u  
nedopuszczietty —  inf. (dopùifa f ); Jelšava 1567a (12/12); CSlk t ' 
nehledice —  N  pl. m. PrAP (htadief ); Slov. Lupča 1589 (27/1); CSlk á 
nemagy —  3rd pl. n-p. (mat\ ); Partiz. Lupča 1562 (25/7); CSlk C ú /u  
nemāji —  3rd pl. n-p. (mat2); Strażnice 1532 (6/2); MSlk C ü /u  
nemohau —  31d pl. n-p. (môcf ); Uh. Ostroh 1533 (7/11); M Slk C ü  
nemuoze —  3rd sg. n-p. (m ôcf ); Slov. Ves 1591 (5/5); ESlk 6 
nemuźem —  1st pl. n-p. (môcf ); Skalica 1550 (1 1/8); W Slk ô 
nenalezelo —  sg. n. l-part. (náleíaf ); Uh. Ostroh 1540 (3/6); MSlk a 
neodpirali — pl. l-part. (odpieraf); Uh. Brod 1531 (7/4); MSlk 'é  
neprÿiasznÿ —  G  sg. f. (nepriazeü); Levoča 1552 (6/9); ESlk á 
nepuojdu —  1st sg. n-p. (pôjst ); Trenčin 1549 (27/1); WSlk 6 
nepuoyde —  3rd sg. n-p. (pôjsf ); M akovica 1579b (5/13); ESlk 6 
nerozdilnu —  I sg. f. (nerozdielny); Paitiz. Lupča 1568 (26/3); CSlk *é 
ncsmie —  3rd sg. n-p. (sm ief); Partiz. Lupča 1582 (30/7); CSlk *é 
nesnaze —  A pl. f. (nesnâdza); Orav. Zámok 1574 (7 1/7); CSlk dj 
nesnazy —  G  pl. f. (nesnâdza); Stráinice 1532 (11/9); MSlk dj 
neumyeme —  1st pl. n-p. (umief); Dava 1534 (4/5); WSlk ״é 
nevim —  1st sg. n>p. (vediet ); Trenčin 1549 (40/9); WSlk ’é 
ne v иле —  1st pl. n-p. (vediet ); Kromēftž 1539 (12/4); MSlk *é 
newie —  3rd sg. n-p. (vediet ); Trenčin 1584 (45/10); WSlk ,é 
newiette —  2nd pl. n-p. (vediet ); Dol. Štubfta 1566 (10/1); CSlk ,é 
newy[m] —  1st sg. n-p. (vediet ); Žamovica 1548 (7/6); CSlk 'é 
neysu —  3rd pl. près, (byf);  Veseli n. Mor. 1549a (4/10); MSlk C ú  
Neywjce —  adv. (najviacfej) ); Rajec 1586 (16/6); WSlk á 
nezadayu —  3rd pl. n-p. (iiada f ); Spiš. Kapituła 1592 (16/5); ESlk C ú /u  
neznazy —  A pl. f. (nesnâdza); N. M esto n. Vàh. 1534 (14/4); W Slk dj 
niechodzi! —  sg. m . l-part. (chodif); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (10/15); ESlk d* 
nieobtiežovali —  pl. l-part. (obt'azovaf ); Dava 1542 (5/10); WSlk t״ 
niewyczie —  2nd pl. n-p. (vediet); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (5/5); ESlk ״é 
niu —  I sg. f, pron. (ona); РоГапоѵсе 1584 (5 /11); ESlk C ú /u  
пои —  I sg. f. pron. (ona); Partiz. Lupča 1582 (59/14); CSlk C ú /u  
nyediely —  A  sg. f. (nedeta); Krás. Lúka 1557 ( l  1/4); ESlk C ú /u
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obecnj —  I sg. f. adj. (obecny); Veličnā 1584 (6/3); CSlk C ú /u
oblicznoscziv —  I sg. f. (obliczność); Ružomberok 1555a (9/8); CSlk t ’
obou —  G  num. (oba, ohe); Jelšava 1567b (19/4); CSlk CM
obteznosty —  G  sg. f. (obtažnosf ); Slov. Ves 1591 (12/6); ESlk V
obyczagem —  1 sg. m. (obyčaj)\\ Jelšava 1576-7 (5/12); CSlk a
obyczay —  N  sg. m. (obyioj); Dava 1534 (9/12); WSlk a
Krás. Luka 1557 (8/6); ESlk a
obyczegem —  1 sg. m . (obytaj); Levoča 1569 (6/3); ESlk a 
obyczejem —  I sg. m. (obyćaj); K láitor p. Zniev. 1531 (6/5); CSlk a 
obyczey —  N sg. m. (abyiaj); Pov. Bystrica 1547 (5/3); WSlk a 
ocza —  G  sg. m . (otec); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (45/8); W Slk a 
oczy —  D  sg. m . (otec); Partiz. L’upča 1559 (1 1/13); CSlk C ú /u  
odkładany —  G sg. n. (odkładanie); Rožkovany 1575 (13/2); ESlk i  
od-mluuati —  inf. (odmlúvof ); Tm ava 1577b (7/1); W Slk \ 
odpoczynuti —  inf. (odpocinút' ); Trenčfn 1549 (40/4); WSlk CM 
opatememu —  D  sg. m . adj. (opatrny); Šemša 1580 (21/3); ESlk f 
opatm eho —  G  sg. m. adj. (opatrny); Hôra 1578 (7/5); CSlk г 
opatmo$te[m] —  D  pl. f. (opatrnost' ); Uh. Brod 1531 (29/6); MSlk ׳ן 
opatmostem —  D  pl. f. (opatrnost ); ѴеГ. Pole 1547 (2/3); CSlk f 
Opalm y —  V pl. m. anim. adj. (opatrny); Slov. Ves 1591 (1/3); ESlk j  
opatm ym  —  D pl. m. adj. (opatrny); Uh. Ostroh 1533 (32/3); MSlk f  
opatm y(m ) —  D pl. m. adj. (opatrny); Slov. Ves 1591 (23/3); ESlk ץ 
opitowany —  A  sg. n. (opytovanie); Slov. Ves 1591 (8/13); ESlk *é 
oppateroim —  D  pl. m. adj. (opatrny); Cachtice 1544 ( 11/3); WSlk ן 
Oppale mim —  D pl. m. adj. (opatrny); Lomné 1572 (35/3); ESlk f  
oppatmemu —  D sg. m . adj. (opatrny); Vrbové 1550b (18/3); WSlk f 
Oppatrrùm —  D  pl. m. adj. (opatrny); Lomné 1572 (2/6); ESlk f 
oppatmostm i —  I pl. f. (opatrnost ); Skalica 1543a (5/10); WSlk p 
oppatmy —  V pl. m . anim. adj. (opatrny); Rožnov p. Radh. 1535 (1/6); MSlk ץ 
otcze — G  sg. m. (otec); Skalica 1543b (7/8); WSlk a 
Olecz —  N  sg. m. (otec); Lomné 1572 (19/11); ESlk ъ/ы ESlk t'
otccz —  N sg. m . (otec); Skalica 1543b (8/10); WSlk ъ/ь
Skalica 1590 (6/1); W S Ik t’
Partiz. L'upča 1559 (13/1); CSlk ъ/ь; CSlk V
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pamiet —  A sg. f. (pâm ât ); Valaš. MeziHčf 1541 (32/6); MSlk a
paniu —  I sg. f. (pani); Partiz. Lupča 1562 (28/11); CSlk C ú /u
patek —  A  sg. m. (piatok); Val. Mezižičf 1541 (1/7); MSlk ъ/ь
K lāštorp. Ziüev. 1531 (15/4); CSlk ъ/ь
peczent —  A sg. f. (pečaf); Bardejov 1586 (5/6); ESlk a 
peczet —  A  sg. f. (pečaf ); Čachtice 1550 (9/7); W Slk a 
peczeth —  A sg. f. (pečaf ); Kromēftž 1542 (14/9); MSlk a 
peczelow —  I sg. f. (pečaf); Jelšava 1567b (18/11); CSlk C ú /u  
peczety —  I sg. f. (pečaf); KláStor p. Zniev. 1531 (4/5); CSlk C ’ú/u 
peniaze —  A pl. m . (peniaze); Šemša 1580 (16/1); ESlk á 
pen iz—  A  sg. m. (peniaz); Rajec 1586 (28/1); WSlk á
penize —  A pl. m. (peniaze); Uh. Brod 1540b (6/4); MSlk á
Tmava 1536(33/6); W SIká 
Veličnā 1584 (12/11); C S lká 
Levoča 1569(6/10); ESlká
penneze —  N pl. m. (peniaze); Senica 1530 (13/5); WSlk á
репйеге —  A pl. m. (peniaze); Senica 1530 (6/4); WSlk á
penyze —  A pl. m. (peniaze); Bardejov 1585 (7/1); ESlk á
petczethmy —  I pl, f. (pečaf ); Orav. Zámok 1574 (74/8); CSlk 1'
piecz —  A num. (pâ f); Hlinné 1585 (6/3); ESlk a
pirwy —  A  sg. m. adj. (prvy); Plaveč 1583 (16/10); ESlk ץ
pisar —  N  sg. m. (pisár); Plaveč 1532a (5/9); ESlk r*
pissarz —  N sg. m. (pisár); Bartošovce 1554 (19/9); ESlk r ’
piwniczow —  I sg, f. (pivnica); Paitiz. Lupča 1588b (16/9); CSlk C ú /u
piatili —  inf. ( р Ш ѣ ); Skalica 1590 (13/6); WSlk V
pinu —  A  sg. f. adj. (piny); Uh. Brod 1536 (16/4); MSlk ļ
Skalica 1543b (5/3); W Slk C ú
pocyerpyel —  sg. m . l-part. (potrpief ); Chmelov 1577 (10/3); ESlk j
poczcziwem —  I sg. m. adj. (poctivÿ); Ružomberok 1555b (9/4); CSlk t ״
Poczeti —  G  sg. n. (počatie); R o žjio v  p. R a d h . 1535 (15/6); MSlk a
podepsanych —  G  pl. m. PPP (podp(saf)ģ* Martin 1561 (3/11); CSlk ъ/ь
pod(werd2enie —  A sg. n. (podtvrdenie); Jelšava 1567b (17/6); CSlk p  CSlk ״é
Jelšava 1572 (13/7); CSlk ’é; CSlk dj
pohrebu —  G  sg. m . (pohreb); Amutovce 16th c. (10/3); ESlk r ’ 
pokrwnych —  A  pl. m . adj. (pokrvnÿ); Partiz. L'upča 1578b (17/1 ); CSlk f
poi —  A  (pol)\ Hóra 1578 (15/9); CSlk ó
Spiš. Kapituła 1592 (5/10); ESlk ó
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porad tkom —  I sg. m. (poriadok); Levoča 1569 (7 ^ ) ;  ESlk r*
poriadkami —  I pl. m. (poriadok); Rajec 1586 (29/2); W Slk r*
porozum y(m )—  1st sg. n-p. (porozumief)\ Plaveč 1532b (17/11); ESlk *é
poruczam —  1st sg. n-p. (poručaf ); Dol. Štubfia 1566 (15/4); CSlk CM
Plaveč 1583 (19/4); ESlk CM
pomczenstvi —  N  sg. n. (poručenstvo); Uh. Brod 1530 (7/3); MSlk *é 
porucženi —  G  sg. n. (poručenie); Uh. Brod 1530 (1 1/9); MSlk á 
porządek —  N sg. m. (poriadok); Uh. Brod 1538 (6/9); MSlk r ’ 
posadzę ny —  N pl. m. PPP (posadit' ); Orav. Zámok 1574 (13/6); CSlk dj 
posel —  N sg. m . iposol); Krás. Lúka 1556 (6/2); ESlk ъ/ь 
postupyl —  sg. m. l-part. (postúpit' ); Orav. Zámok 1574 (21/7); CSlk CM 
potreba —  A sg. f. ipotreba); Spiš. Kapituła 1592 (20/6); ESlk r ł 
potrzebie —  D sg. f. (potreba); Kremnica 1569 (3/2); CSlk זי  
potvrdili —  pl. l-part. (potvrdit); Beckov 1535 (6/8); WSlk d  ״
potvrdyla —  sg. f. l-part. (potvrdit ); Tmava 1536 (1 1/7); WSlk f 
potwrdili —  pl. l-part. (potvrdit' ); Partiz. Lupča 1588b (26/5); CSlk ך 
potwrzeny —  A sg. n. (potvrdenie); Partiz. Lupča 1578b (28/6); CSlk dj 
potwrzyl —  sg. m. l-pait. (potvrdif ); Rajec 1553 (18/12); WSlk d ' 
powedza —  3rd pl. n-p. (povedaf ); Krás. Lúka 1557 (9/7); ESlk i  
poydv —  1st sg. n-p. (pôjsï ); Bartošovce 1554 (47/16); ESlk ó 
Pozdraveny —  G  sg. n. (pozdravenie); Dol. Lopašov 1546 (1/10); WSlk á 
pozdraweny —  G  sg. n. (pozdravenie); Mošovce 1568 (3/5); CSlk á
A sg. n. (pozdravenie); Kračunovce 1580 (1/3); ESlk ’é 
pozuostal —  sg. m. l-part. (pozüstat): Skalica 1536 (18/2); WSlk 6
pozu sta] —  sg. m. l-part. (pozàstat); Suiżnice 1532 (4/7); MSlk ó
Skalica 1550(4/8); W Slkó 
Amutovce 161h  c. 0 /4 ) ;  ESlk ó
praczele —  N pl. nx. (priatet ); Lomné 1572 (34/4); ESlk à; ESlk t'
РоГапоѵсе 1584 (8/7); ESlk à
praczelow —  D! pl. m. (priatet ); РоГапоѵсе 1584 (8/4); ESlk á
praczelskey —  A! sg. f. adj. (priatetskÿ)\ РоГапоѵсе 1584 (5/14); ESlk á
praczujycz —  N sg. m. PrAP (pracovat ); Veseli п. Мог. 1549a ( 11/3); MSlk C*ü/u (3x)
praly —  pl. l-part. (priai ); Slov. Ves 1591 (3/8); ESlk á
prateie —  G  sg. m. {priatet ); Lomné 1572 (15/6); ESlk à; ESlk a
pratelow — G  pl. m. (priatet ); Ružomberok 1585a (7/4); CSlk á
pratelsky —  adv. (priatetsky); Mošovce 1569 (8/7); CSlk à
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prawycze —  N pl. m. PrAP (pravif); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (8/15); WSlk á
Partiz. Lupča 1562 (30/4); CSlk á
predessltch —  L  pl. m. adj. (predoilÿ); Mošovcc 1567 (7/3); CSlk ъ/ь 
predcwssymi —  adv. (predovSetkym); Rajec 1553 (8/9); WSlk ъ/ь 
predstupil —  sg. m. 1-part. (predstûpif ); Lomné 1572 (6/6); ESlk C û  
pregicz —  N  sg. m . PrAP (priât ); Makovica 1579a (1/13); ESlk C ú /u  
preU —  pl. l-part. (priât ); KláStor p. Zniev. 1531 (1/7); CSlk á 
Priaczelu —  D  sg. m. (priatet ); Makovica 1579b (10/8); ESlk C ú /u  
pribehel —  sg. m. l-part. (prihiehat'); Bytča 1580 (20/3); WSlk ’é 
priczini —  G  sg. f. (pricina); Makovica 1579a (7/9); ESlk r* 
pr<i)drzen —  N sg. m. PPP (pridrïat' ); Hlohovec 1545a (8/5); WSlk a 
prikazu —  1 st sg. n-p. (prikàzQt4 ); Dobrá Voda 1538b (37/1 ); WSlk C ú /u  
primlowu —  A sg. f. (primluva); Mošovce 1568 (5/11); CSlk ļ 
prísahau —  I sg. f. (prisaha); Kračunovce 1580 (1 1/12); ESlk C û  
prisahow —  I sg. f. (prisaha); Partiz. L’upča 1582 (15/5); CSlk C ’ú 
prisahu —  I sg. f. (prisaha); Bytča 1580 (9/11); WSlk r ’ 
prìsazni —  N sg. m. (prísazny); Trenčin 1577 (2/5); WSlk a 
prisieznyk —  N sg. m. (prísaín(k)\ Kračunovce 1580 (15/1); ESlk a 
prislibií —  sg. m. l-part. (pristúbit); Jelšava 1567b (12/1); CSlk C ú /u  
pnstwpil —  sg. m. l-part. (pristúpif ); Ružomberok 1531a (1/2); CSlk r ’ 
pritelow —  G  pl. m. (priatet ); Partiz. L'upča 1568 (9/6); CSlk á 
pritisnut —  inf. (pritisnúf ); Lomné 1572 (31/4); ESlk C ú  
prittelsky —  adv. (priatetsky); D01. Stubfta 1566 (12/1); CSlk á 
priw —  adv. (prv(ej) ); Dől. Štubfta 1566 (9/11); CSlk j  
prjsażny —  N sg. m. (pr(saíny)\ Veličnā 1584 (3/10); CSlk r’ 
prodiuhowany —  G  sg. n. (prodluhován/ ) ;  Jelšava 1567a (15/1); CSlk | 
prodiuzowany —  G  sg. n. (predliovanie); Rožkovany 1575 (13/4); ESlk | 
p(ro]sy —  3rd pl. n-p. (prosit ); Vrbové 1550a (4/5); WSlk á 
prosyce —  N sg. m. PrAP (prosit' ); Rajec 1586 (3/14); WSlk á 
prve —  adv. (prvfej) ); Dobrá Voda 1538b (20/5); WSlk f 
prwe —  adv. (prv(ej) ); Martin 1561 (12/6); C SIkf 
prwsse —  adv. (prvšie); Levoča 1569 (6/9); ESlk f 
pryali —  pl. 1-part. (priat' ); Tmava 1565a (1/8); WSlk á 
prÿiasnÿ —  G  sg. f. (priazerí); Levoča 1552 (6/6); ESlk á 
pryjitele —  G  sg. m . (priatet ); Dobrá Voda 1538a (14/9); WSlk á 
prymlowu —  A sg. f. (prlmluva); Rožkovany 1575 (5/4); ESlk |
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prystupyl —  sg. m . l-part. (pristupif )־, Rajec 1553 (3/7); WSlk C ú
prytel — N  sg. m. (priatet ); Martin 1561 (12/15); CSlk á
prytelc —  N  pl. m. (priatet ); Slov. Ves 1591 (5/9); ESlk á; ESlk t’
prytelom —  D  pl. m. {priatet ); Slov. Ves 1591 (24/4); ESlk á
prytelowy —  D. sg. m. (priatet)׳, Krás. Lúka 1556 (11/3); ESlk á
prytelsku —  A  sg. f. adj. (priatetsky); Slov. Ves 1591 (1 l / l  1); ESlk á
prylely —  G  pl. m. (priatet ); Tmava 1580a (4/4); WSlk á
A pl. m. (priatet ); Partiz. L'upča 1578a (27/12); CSlk á
Pryzen —  A sg. f. (priazeń); Dobrá Voda 1538b (1/1); WSlk á
Žamovica 1548 ( l / l ) ;  C S lká
pryznywym —  D  pl. m. adj. (priaznivy); Slov. Ves 1591 (24/6); ESlk á
przali —  pl. l-part. {priât ); Trenčin 1532 (3/7); WSlk á
przalj —  pl. 1-part, ipriat' ); Uh. Brod 1538 (2/7); MSlk á
przaly—  pl. l-part. {pria( ); Brumov-Bylnice 1539 (3/1); MSlk á
przatel —  G  pl. m. {priatet ); Vaļai. M ezinči 1541 (18/2); MSlk á
przatele —  N pl. m. {priatet ); Vaiai. Mezifiči 1541 (16/9); MSlk á
V  pl. m. {priatet ); Uh. Hradišlē 1538a (1/8); MSlk á
Kromēiiž 1539 (2/5); MSlk t'
Skalica 1536(1/7); W Slká 
Tmava 1541 (1/2); W Slká 
Necpaly 1565 (3/5); CSlká
przatelom —  D pl. m. {priatet ); Krom lfiž 1539 (21/7); MSlk á
Senica 1537(17/5); W Slká 
Mošovce 1567 (2/2); C S lká
przatelska —  N sg. f. adj. {priatetsky); Skalica 1536 (15/1); WSlk á 
przaielsky —  adv. (pnatetsky)\ Rožnov p. Radh. 1535 (8/10); MSlk á 
przatelstvi —  A sg. n. (priatetstvó)\ Uh. Hradiilë 1538b (3/7); MSlk á 
przatel y —  A pl. m. {priatet ); Partiz. L’upča 1538 (13/9); CSlk á
1 pl. m. {priatet ); Valaš. Mezifiči 1541 (7/4); MSlk á 
przedani —  N  sg. n. (predante); Partiz. L’upča 1540 (5/3); CSlk *é 
przede —  prep. {predo); Uh. Brod 1536 (2/3); MSlk ъ/ь 
przed!vzone —  A pl. т .  PPP (predízit' ); Dubovica 16th c. a  (1/7); ESlk ļ 
przejitele —  V pl. m. {priatet ); Dobrá Voda 1538a (1/9); WSlk á 
przichaczegycz —  N pi. m. PrAP {prichádzat' ); Partiz. Lupča 1540 (10/11 ); CSlk dj 
przietelì —  V sg. m. {priatet ); Dava 1542 (1/5); WSlk á (2x) 
ptzieznive —  adv. (priaznivy)\ Necpaly 1565 (1 1/7); CSUc á 
рггіегліѵу —  V sg. m. adj. (priaznivy)\ Dava 1534 (1/9); WSlk á
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przihodila —  sg. f. l-part. (prichodif ); Bfeclav 1539 (7/7); MSIk d ł
praiaczielie —  N  pi. m. {priatet ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (32/4); ESlk á
prziiazny —  L  sg. f. (priazeti); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (30/1); ESlk á
przily —  pl. l-part. (priât ); Hlohovec 1545b (1/8); WSlk á
przirozena —  N sg. f. adj. (prirodzenÿ); Veseli n. Mór. 1549b (15/1 ); MSlk dj
prziseźny —  N  pl. m. (prisaíny); Partiz. Lupča 1538 (1/8); CSlk a
przistaupicz —  N sg. m. PrAP (pristûpif ); Uh, Brod 1547 (3/4): MSlk á
przitele —  N pl. m. (priatet ); Jelšava 1572 (7/2); CSlk á
V pl. m. (priatet ); Pov. Bystrica 1547 (1/5); WSlk t*
przitelom —  D  pl. m. (priatet ); Pov. Bystrica 1547 (23/3); WSlk á
Mošovce 1569 (2/2); C SIká
przitelstwa —  G  sg. n. (priatetstvo); Plaveč 1532a (12/14); ESlk á
przitely —  D sg. m. (priatet ); Plaveč 1583 (22/8); ESlk C ú /u
рггіуасгіеі —  N  sg. m. (priatet); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (19/4); ESlk á
prziyaczielstwie —  L s g priatetstvo); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (30/4); ESlk à) .וו.
Przizen —  A  sg. f. (priazeń); Chtelnica 1531 (1/1); WSlk á
prziznywe —  adv. (priaznivy); Mošovce 1569 (8Л>); CSlk á
prziznywim —  D pl. m. adj. (priaznivy); Mošovce Ì 569 (2/6); CSlk á
przyaczyelovy —  D sg. m. (priatet )i Bartošovce 1554 (48/8); ESlk á
preyazny —  D/L sg. f. (priazeń); Kr. Lúka 1558 (9/12); ESlk á
Dubovica 16th c. a (7/3); ESlk á
przyiaczielia —  G sg. m. (priatet )\ Plaveč 1587 (6/12); ESlk à 
przyiaszny —  D/L sg. f. (priazeh)\ Plaveč 1583 (18/14); ESlk à
ртгутзукау* —  3rd pl. n-p. (pririekat ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (27/7); ESlk C 'ù /u ; ESlk ,é
przysazny —  N sg. m. (prísazny); Orav. Zámok 1574 (3/6); CSlk a
przyssel —  sg. m. l-part. (prisf ); РоГапоѵсе 1584 ( l / l  1 ); ESlk r״
przystaupili —  pl. l-part. (pristupif ); Levoča 1569 (2/5); ESlk C ú
przysuzujeme —  1st pl. n-p. (prisudzovat ); Tmava 1536 (38/5); WSlk dj
przytele —  V pl. m. (priatet ); Tmava 1541 (7/3); WSlk á (2x)
przyzniveho —  G  sg. m. adj. (priaznivy); Trenčin 1532 (16/5); WSlk á
preyznivy —  V  sg. m. adj. (priaznivy); Trenčin 1532 (1/7); WSlk á
pfisaha —  N sg. f. (prisaha); WSlk a; CSlk a
pftsainÿ —  N  sg. m. (prisainÿ); Velični 1584 (4/3); CSlk r*
psani —  N sg. n. (pisanie); Trenčto 1549 (2/12); WSlk ’é
A  sg. n. (pisanie); Rožnov p. Radh. 1535 (3/4); MSlk *é 
Psani —  D  sg. n. (pisanie); Uh. Brod 1531 (2/3); MSlk C ú /u
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psany —  G  sg. n. (pisanie); KláSter Senilheim 1540 (2/7); MSlk á
SUabifta 1579(3/5); C S lká
puì — א   (pof); Amutovee 16th c. (7/6); ESlk ó 
A (poi); Kaïamenovà 1571 (9/2); CSlk 6 
puoi —  G  (pol); Partiz. Lupča 1571 (17/1); CSlk ó 
A (pof); Trenčin 1584 (27/10); WSlk ó 
pusstel —  sg. m. l-part. (púit'af ); Partiz. Lupča 1578a (24/6); CSlk a 
pūštēli —  pl. l-part. (púifa( ); CSlk a 
pyatom —  D num.! (pàf ); Partiz. L'upča 1578b (22/2); CSlk a 
pyeczecz —  A  sg. f. (pečaf ); Dubovica I6th c. b (7/5); ESlk a
R
radau —  1 sg. f. (rada); Uh. Ostroh 1533 (28/2); MSlk C ú  
reczenem —  L sg. n. PPP (riect ); Hóra 1578 (8/9); CSlk r*
Richtár —  N sg. m. (richtár); SkJabińa 1564 (23/11); CSlk r’
Richtarz —־ N sg. m. (richtár); Sklabifia 1564 (17/2); CSlk r ’ 
richiarze —  G  sg. m. (richtár); Partiz. L'upča 1540 (1/10); CSlk a 
roskazane —  G  sg. n. (rozkázanie); Jelšava 1572 (13/9); CSlk á 
rosmluuity —  inf. (rozmluvi( ); Plaveč 1532a (4/15); ESlk \ 
rozdylu —  G  sg. m. (rozdiel); Veseli п. Мог. 1549b (9/2); MSlk ״é 
rozmlowime —  1st pl. n-p. (rozmluvif ); Sklabina 1579 (17/12); CSlk 1 
rozmluveny —  A sg. n. (rozmluvenie); Trenčin 1549 (22/1); WSlk ļ 
roznyez —  G  pl. f. (różnica); Rajec 1553 (63/3); WSlk à 
rozvmie —  3rd sg. n-p. (rozumie( ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (10/1); ESlk ’é 
гики —  1 sg. f. (ruka); Kal'amenová 1571 (13/4); CSlk C ú  
moznicze —  G  sg. f. (różnica); Trenčin 1532 (4/6); WSlk ó 
rychtarze — G  sg. m. (richtár); Kromčfiž 1539 (8/10); MSlk a 
rychtarzy —  D sg. m. (richtár); Uh. Brod 1530 (17/6); MSlk C ú /u
V sg. m. (richtár); N. Mesto n. Váh. 1550 (1/6); WSlk C ú /u  
rzaczili —  pl. l-part. (ráéit ); N. Mesto n. Váh. 1546 (8/5); WSlk r*
Rzchtarzy —  D  sg. m. (richtár); Mošovce 1568 (1/6); CSlk r’ 
rzekli —  pl. l-part. (riect ); Chtelnica 1531 (15/10); WSlk r*
Rzichtarz —  N sg. m. (richtár); Hlohovec 1545a (16/1); WSlk r* 
rzka —  N sg. m. PrAP (riecf ); Trenčin 1549 (80/12); WSlk r ״
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sa —  A refi. pron. ($a); Rajec 1586 (42/10); WSlk a
SkJabifia 1564 (10/12); CSlk a
sansziadowy —  D  sg. m . (sused); Plaveč 1587 (1/9); ESlk C 'ii 
sasyadam —  D  pl. m. (sused), Dubovica 16th c. a (2/10); ESlk C 'ù  
sasyady —  I pl. m. (sused)■, Dubovica 16th c. a  (2/3); ESlk C ú
sau —  3rd pl. près, (byi ); Uh. Brod 1538 (5/5); MSlk C ú
Dobrá Voda l538b(14/5); W Slk C ü  
Slov. L'upča 1589 (59/8); CSlk C’û 
Lomné 1572(22/9); ESlk С и
sauseda —  N  sg. f. (suseda); Uh. Brod 1530 (2/5); M Slk C û
sausedom —  I sg. m . (sused); Jelšava 1567b (21/9); CSlk C ú
D pl. m. (sused)■. Skalica 1550 (19/5); WSlk C û
sausedske —  adv. (susedsky); Dobrá Voda 1538b (21/2); WSlk C ú
sąsiadt —  N sg. m. (sused); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (19/6); ESlk C ú
scel —  sg. m. l-part. (chcîef ); Tmava 1577b (6/11 ); W Slk f
Sczçsczya —  G sg . m. (itasrie); Hertnik 1565 ( l / l ) ;  ESlk a
se —  A  refi. pron. (5e); Uh. Ostroh 1540 (2/4); MSlk a
Bytéa 1580(10/2); W SIka 
Partiz. L'upča 1568 (24/6); CSlk a
sebow —  I refi. pron. ( je ); Partiz. L'upča 1588a (16/4); CSlk C ú
Lomné 1572 (25/2); ESlk C ú
sedzy —  3rd pl. n-p. (sedief); Orav. Zámok 1574 (68/9); CSlk à; CSlk d '
sffagrze —  V sg. m . (švagor); Bartošovce 1554 (1/6); ESlk r*
sie —  A refl. pron. (sa); Plaveč 1556 (7/7); ESlk a
sienow —  I sg. f. (sień); Partiz. L'upča 1588b (17/8); CSlk 'é
skonczenie —  N  sg. n. (skončenie); Plaveč 1583 (6/6); ESlk ’é
slibil —  sg. m. l-part. (stúbil ); Uh. HradiStë 1538a (4/5); MSlk C ú /u
Tm ava 1541 (4/11); WSlk C ú /u
slibugem —  1st sg. n-p. (sfabovat ); Plaveč 1532a (15/8); ESlk C 'ù/u 
slissati —  inf. (slysaf ); Lomné 1572 (3/2); ESlk a
slissel —  sg. m. l-part. (slysaf ); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (9/14); WSlk a
Slov. Lupča 1589 (44/13); CSlk a
slussnau —  A sg. f. adj. (sluśny); Uh. Brod 1547(12/8); MSlk C ú
slussnu —  A  sg. f. adj. (sluśny); Veseli n. Mor. 1549а (20/1 ); MSlk C ú
sluzeb —  G p l. f.(sluibà); Orav. Zámok 1574 (26/6); CSlk ъ/ь
służebnikom —  I sg. m. (sluiobnik); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (23/6); WSlk ъ /ь
sluzebnikowy —  D sg. m . (sluiobnik); Plaveč 1532a (21/3); ESlk ъ/ь
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Sluzebnyk —  N  sg. m. (sluiobnßc); Sklabifia 1564 (26/12); CSlk ъ/ь
služiti —  inf. (slúiit ); Levoča 161h c. (3/S); ESlk CM
sluiyl —  sg. m . 1-pait {slúiit ); Trenčin 15S4 (42/3); WSlk C ú״
slyssela —  sg. f. l-part. (slySaf ); Uh. Brod 1530 (5/3); MSlk a
slyssely —  pl. l-part. (slySaf); Hlinnć 1585 (10/13); ESlk a
slysseti —  inf. (slyiat' ); Uh. Brod 1536 (2/10); MSlk a
Rajec 1586 (6/10); WSlk a
sly$Čli —  pl. l-part. (slySaf ); MSlk a; WSlk a; CSlk a
slyvb —  A  sg. m. (stub); BanoSovce 1554 (24/12); ESlk С й /и
smluva —  N sg. f. (zmiuva); Valaš. Mezifiči 1541 (6/2); MSlk \
Skalica 1536(14/12); W Slk)
smiti —  G  sg. f. (sm rf ); Veseli n. Mor. 1549b (14/11); MSlk f
L  sg. f. (smrt ); Lomné 1572 (20/7.24/8); ESlk f
smrty —  L  sg. f. (sm rf ); Partiz. Lupča 1559 (17/13); CSlk f
sóba —  I refi. pron. (sa); Chmelov 1577 (6/9); ESlk CM
spolusausedy —  I pl. m. (spolusused); Rajec 1553 (8/10); WSlk CM
sposob —  A sg. m. (spôsob); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (4/5); ESlk 6
spravedlivie —  adv. (spravodlivy); Uh. Brod 1538 (9/8); MSlk ъ/ь
spravedlnosti —  I sg. f. (spravedlnosf ); Valaš. M ezifiči 1541 (14/1); MSlk C ú /u
sprawedłiwost —  A sg. f. (spravodlivost' ); Mošovce 1569 (9/6); CSlk ъ/ь
sprawodlywu —  A sg. f. adj. (spravodlivy); Partiz. Lupča 1578b (12/9); CSlk ъ /ь
sprawuią sie —  3rd pl. n-p. (spravovaf sa); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (27/3); ESlk C ú /u
spuosob —  A sg. m. (spôsob); Orav. Zámok 1574 (40/10); CSlk 6
spuosobem —  1 sg. m. (spôsob); Trenčin 1584 (40/14); WSlk ó
M akovica 1579a (6/8); ESlk ó
spu$obe(m] —  1 sg. m. (spôsob); Amutovee I6th c. (3/1); ESlk ó
spusobem —  1 sg. m. (spôsob); Tm ava 1580a (7/3); W Slk ó
Partiz. Lupča 1559 (16/4); CSlk 6
srdeze —  G  sg. n. (srdee); Sklabina 1579 (7/1); CSlk f 
sscescye —  A  sg. п. Chmelov 1577 (1/2); ESlk ’é
ssecz —  A num. (1*50; Ružomberok 1555b (7/12); CSUc t' 
ssesc —  A num. (Sest‘ ); Kračunovce 1580 (16/11); ESlk V 
ssest —  A  num. (i'est' ); Šemša 1580 (6/7); ESlk f  
sstesty —  G  sg. n. (šfastie); Lomné 1572 (3/6); ESlk á; ESlk a 
sstiastnie —  adv. (i/05my); Tmava 1550 (21/10); WSlk a 
sstiesti —  G  sg. n. (Sfostie); Kal'amenová 1575 (1/2); CSlk á
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sstiesty —  G  sg. п. ( Л а т » ;  Тшаѵа 1550 (1/2); WSlk á 
sstuettek —  A sg. m. (ítvrtok); Senica 1539 (8/6); WSlk ך 
sstwertok —  A  sg. m. (ítvrtok); Dől. Stubfta 1566 (2/5); CSlk ъ/ь; CSlk f  
starze—  A pl. m. adj. (stary); Plaveč 1532a (11/8); ESlk r ’ 
statczeku —  G  sg. m. (staiček); Hlohovec 1550 (5/4); W Slk ъЛ»
statczoky —  A  pl. m. (staiček); Chtelnica 1531 (5/1); WSlk ъ/ь
Chtelnica 1531 (6/9); W S l^ A ,
statek — N sg. m. (statok); Plaveč 1587(3/14); ESlk ъ/ь
A  sg. m . (statok); Skalica 1536 (5/6); WSlk ъ/ь
Dobrá Voda 1538a (5 /3 ,13/8 ,15/1); WSlk ъ/ь 
Tmava 1577b (5/3); WSlk ъ/ь 
Tmava 1577e (7/9); WSlk ъ/ь 
Partiz. L'upča 1538 ( l  1/10); CSlk ъ/ь
statok —  N sg. m. (statok); Dobrá Voda 1538a (1 1/10); WSlk ъ/ь
Partiz. L'upča 1571 (29/4); CSlk ъ/ь
A sg. m. (statok); Tmava 1577a (6/12); WSlk ъЛ, 
ste —  2nd pl. pres. (byt ); Sklabińa 1579 (4/2); CSlk t ’ 
stestia —  G  sg. n. (itastie); Makovica 1579a (1/14); ESlk á 
steznost —  A sg. f. (stainost ); Mošovce 1567 (6/4); CSlk á 
stiznosty —  I sg. f. (stainost ' ); Mošovce 1567 (7/5); CSlk á 
stredu —  A sg. f. (streda); Veličnā 1584 (1/11); CSlk r ’ 
sdielal —  sg. m. l-part. (strieCaf); Hóra 1578 (18/4); CSlk 'é 
stuol —  A sg. m. («<50: Beckov 1535 (25/8); WSlk 6 
stvorzeny —  D sg. n. (stvorenie); Veseli n. Mór. 1549b (14/10); MSlk r' 
stwartok —  A sg. m. (ítvrtok); Lomné 1572 (32/6); ESlk ъ/ь; EStk г 
su —  3rd pl. pres. (byt ); Bytča 1580 (9/9); WSlk С и  
sudcy —  N pl. m. (sudca); Ružomberok 1586 (2/6); CSlk C ’ii 
súdobney —  G  sg. f. adj. (súdobny); Hóra 1578 (2/6); CSlk ъ/ь
sused —  N  sg. m. (sused); Hlohovec 1545a (6/8); WSlk C ú
KláStor p. Zniev. 1531 (2/11 ); CSlk C ú
svatem —  L  sg. m. adj. (jváfy); Bíeclav 1539 (9/1 ); MSIk a
Dol. LopaSov 1546 (9/10); WSlk a
svatey —  L sg. f. adj. (sväty); Bramov-Bylnice 1539 ( 11/12); MSlk a 
svatostmi —  1 pi. f. (sviatosi' ); Veself n. Mor. 1549b (4/9); MSlk t־ 
svattem —  L sg. m. adj. (sväty); Veseli п. Мог. 1549а (22/6); MSIk а 
svatu —  I sg. f. adj. (svâty); Kláálor p. Zniev. 1531 (15/6); C S lk C ú  
svatÿ —  N sg. m . adj. (ли/у); WSlk a; CSlk a
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svedomi —  A  sg. n. (svedomie); KláStor p. Zniev. 1531 (10/8); CSlk 'é 
sviedomi —  N pl. n. (svedomie); Tm ava 1536 (14/2); WSlk á 
svoj —  A sg. m . adj. (svoj"); Dobrá Voda 1538a (13/7); WSlk ó 
svrchu —  adv. (zvrchu); Uh. Brod 1536 (14/6); MSlk f 
svssiedom —  D  pl. m . (sused); Krás. Lúka 1557 (2/2); ESlk C  ú״
svu —  I sg. f. adj. (5v*y); Bfeclav 1539 (3/10); MSlk CM 
sw —  3rd pl. pres, (b y t ); Plaveč 1532b (8/3); ESlk CM 
Swatem —  L  sg. m . adj. (sväry); Lomné 1572 (32/8); ESlk a 
swatem —  L sg. m. adj. (jvâiÿ); Hôra 1578 (5/10); CSlk a 
Swatey —  L  sg. f. adj. (sväty); H óra 1578 (20/8); CSlk a 
swau —  A sg. f. adj. (m y ); Plaveč 1583 (1/2); ESlk CM 
swedomy —  N  sg. n. {svedomie); Pov. Bystrica 1562 (1/10); WSlk ’é 
A sg. n . {svedomie); Lomné 1572 (5/7); ESlk ‘Ć
N pl. n . {svedomie); Zamovica 1548 (17/7); CSlk á
Šemša 1580 (13/9); ESlká
sweäli —  pl. l-part. (rvârtï ); Veličnā 1584 (2/6); CSlk t'
swobodyl —  sg. m . 1-pari. (slobodit' ); Partiz. Lupča 1538 (1 1/13); CSlk d*
swoy —  A sg. m . adj. (svoj); Partiz. L’upča 1540 (18/11); CSlk 6
swuog —  A sg. m . adj. (svoj); Partiz. Lupča 1551 (7/5); CSlk ó
swuy —  A sg. m . adj. (svoj); Rajec 1553 (25/8); WSlk 6
syny —  N sg. f. (?) {siet); Partiz. Lupča 1588b (16/3); CSlk 'é
szansiadouy —  D sg. m . (sused); Plaveč 1587 (13/8); ESlk CM
sz^siedzi —׳  N pl. m . (sused); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (32/6); ESlk CM
szmiercziam —  1 sg. f. (sm rf ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (16/3); ESlk f
s
Stastny —  N sg. m. adj. (it'astny); WSlk a
T
tele —  L sg. n. (telo); Martin 1561 (5 /11 ); CSlk V
teletie —  G  sg. n. (tefa); Hóra 1578 (15/10); CSlk a
teprov —  adv. (teprv)\ Martin 1540 ( 11/10); CSlk f
teprova —  adv. (teprv); Uh. Brod 1531 (4/2); MSlk ן•
Pov. Bystrica 1547 (13/5); WSlk f
teprw —  adv. (teprv); Martin 1561 (15/5); CSlk f 
tie —  G  sg. pron. (пт); Partiz. Lupča 1582 (44/9); CSlk a 
Tiessko —  adv. (t'aiky); Kal'amenová 1575 (4/12); CSlk a
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tiezky[m} —  I sg. n. adj. (taìky)\ Uh. Brod 1547 (26/12); MSlk V
tobow —  I sg. pron. (ry): Plaveč 1532a (4/12); ESlk C״ú
trch —  A  sg. m. (rrA); Bytča 1580 (10/12); WSlk ז
trita —  L  sg. ш . (trhy, Mošovce 1567 (18/2); CSlk f
tipel —  s g. ו l-part. (rrpief); Slov. L'upča 1589 (20/6); CSlk f .ת
trycet —  A num. (tridsaf ); Tm ava 1580b (4/10); WSlk a
trziczet —  A  num. (tridsat' ); Kal'amenová 1571 (8/12); CSlk r’
tztwrte —  N sg. n. adj. (Srvrty); Amutovce 16th c. (3/6); ESlk j
tzudzemu —  D  sg. m. adj. (<cudti ); Levoča 1552 (5/5); ESlk C 'ú/u; ESlk dj
U
uchaza —  3rd sg. n-p. (uchádzat' ); Bytča 1580 (16/1 ); WSlk dj
údolj —  G  sg. n. (ūdolie); Veličnā 1584 (12/4); CSlk á
uipjacit _  inf. (vyplam  ); Tm ava I577d (3/6); WSlk t*
uplne —  adv. (1iplny); Slov. Lupča 1589 (61/4); CSlk |
u racila—  sg. f. l-pait. (\râtit')\ Tm ava 1577d (2/14); WSlk t ״
urednjka — G  sg. m . (wradn(k)\ Veličnā 1584 (7/2); CSlk C u; CSlk r־ ’
Urodzonym —  D pl. m. adj. (urodzeny)', Plaveč 1556 (10/1); ESlk dj
urozeny —  N sg. m. adj. (urodzeny); Valaš. M ezifiči 1541 (24/3); MSlk dj
Паѵа 1534 (1/6); WSlk dj
Urozenym —  D  pl. m. adj. (urodzeny); Poíanovce 1584 (19/1); ESlk dj
urzadu —  G  sg. m . (úrad); Cachtice 1550 (4/3); WSlk r’
uizednika —  G sg. m . (úradník); Bmmov-Bylnice 1539 (13/6); MSlk a
ufad —  N sg. m. (úrad); CSlk a
utery —  A  sg. п. (шогок); Uh. Brod 1538 (10/3); MSlk C 'ú  
uterzy —  A sg. n. (utorok); Hlohovec 1545b (12/2); WSlk r ’ 
utvtzeni —  A  sg. n. (ucvrderue); Beckov 1535 (29/12); WSlk dj
V
vassy —  A sg. f. adj. (vài)׳, Martin 1540 (21/8); CSlk C ’ú/u
vdieczne —  A  sg. n. adj. (vdacny); Uh. Brod 1531 (22/15); MSlk d ’
ve — prep, (ve); N. M esto n. Váh. 1546 (17/10); WSlk ъ/ь
vecov —  I sg. f. (vec); Slov. Lupča 1589 (60/11); CSlk C ’ú/u
vezmucz —  N sg. m . PrAP (vziat ); Veseli n. Mor. 1549b (15/7); MSlk C 'ú
vhol —  N sg. т .  (uhot); Partiz. Lupča 1588b (18/8); CSlk ъ/ь
viaczey —  adv. (viacfej) ); Baitošovce 1554 (2/10); ESlk á
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ѵісг —  adv. (viacfej) ); V a ia i M ezifßi 1 541 (17/2); MSIk á 
vicze —  adv. (viacfej) ); Rožnov p. Radh. 1535 (1 1/8); M Slk á 
viecze—  adv. (viacfej) ); Smolenice 1537 (14/8); WSlk á 
viedieü —  inf. (vediet‘)1 Brumov-Bylnice 1539 (7/3); MSlk d ’
ѵіеги —  I sg. f. (viera): Beckov 1535 (1 1/5); WSlk *é
M anin 1540 (8/7); CSlk ’é; CSlk C û
vicry —  G  sg. f. (viera): Bfeclav 1539 (8/1); MSIk ’é
vierzyti —  inf. (veri( ); Skalica 1543a (6/5); WSlk r'
viete —  2nd pi. n-p. (vediet ); Dava 1542 (7/5); W Slk ״é
viry —  G  sg. f. (viera); N. M esto n. Vàh. 1534 (4/10); WSlk ’é
virzu —  A  sg. f. (viera), Rožnov p. Radh. 1535 (12/15); MSlk ״é; MSlk r'
vite —  2nd pi. n-p. (vediet ); Dol. Stubfia 1567 (7/3); CSlk *é
vnuter —  adv. (vnutor); Dobrá Voda 1538b (36/2); W Slk r ״
vobecz —  adv. (vòbec); Beckov 1535 (1/2); W Slk ó
vpadek —  A  sg. m. (úpadok); Bartošovce 1554 (4/12); ESlk ъ/ь
vpelaim —  1 sg. n. adj. (úplny); Lomné 1572 (14/1); ESlk |  (2x)
vplneho —  G  sg. n. adj. (úplny); Orav. Zámok 1574 (45/7); CSlk ļ
vpinost —  A sg. f. (úplnost ); Rajec 1553 (13/12); WSlk \
vplnu —  A  sg. f. adj. (úplny); Lomné 1572 (6/9); ESlk |
vrodzeny —  N sg. m. adj. (urodzeny); Ružomberok 1585c (1 l / l ) ;  CSlk dj
vrozeny —  N sg. m. adj. (urodzeny); Partiz. L’upča 1562 (6/4); CSlk dj
Vrzadnyka —  G  sg. m . (úradník); Orav. Zámok 1574 (33/7); CSlk a
A sg. m. (úradník); Orav. Zámok 1574 (1 l / I  ); CSlk r* 
vsazen —  N sg. m. PPP (vsadit' ); Martin 1540 (6/3); CSlk dj 
vule —  G  sg. f. (vola); Veself n. Mór. 1549b (10/1); MSlk 6 
vuole —  N sg. f. (vôta); Senica 1530 (12/9); WSlk ó
G sg. f. (vôta); Uh. Brod 1547 (20/7); MSlk ó 
vuoly —  A sg. f. (vota); Senica 1530 (5/4); W Slk C ú /u  
vyączey —  adv. (viac(ej) ); Bartošovce 1554 (9/1); ESlk á 
vybirali —  pl. l-part. (vyberat ); Skalica 1550 (10/14); WSlk ,é 
vydadza —  3rd pl. n-p. (vyda(); Krás. Lúka 1557 (9/1); ESlk 1  ESlk d ’ 
vydzs —  3rd pl. n-p. (vidief); Bartošovce 1554 (7/2); ESlk á 
vye —  3rd sg. n-p. (vediet ); Uh. Brod 1547 (9/11 .20/2); MSlk ’é 
vyminek —  G  pl. f. (vymienka); Valaš. Mezitfči 1541 (21/10); MSlk ’é 
vy sii ssali —  pl. l-part. (vyslySa( ); Beckov 1535 (5/9); WSlk a 
vyslyssavsse —  N pl. m. PA P (vyslysat' ); Beckov 1535 (5 /11); W Slk a
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vyslyšal —  sg. m part. (vyslysaf ); WSlk a״! .
vyslyîav —  N  sg. m . PAP (vyslyiaf ); W Slk a
vyte —  2nd pl. n-p. (vediet ); Veseli п. Мог. 1549b (5/6); MSlk ’é
vyznavayacz —  N  pl. m. PrAP (vyznàvaf ); Dubovica 16th c. b  (4/2); ESlk C ú /u
ѵгаі —  sg. m . l-part. (vziat' ); WSlk a; CSlk a
vzav —  N  sg. m. PA P (vziat' ); WSlk a; CSUc a
vzavsse —  N  sg. f. PA P (vziat); Beckov 1535 (22/3); WSlk a
v a # *  —  inf. (vziat ); Bartošovce 1554 (18/3); ESlk á
vzyti —  inf. (vziat ); Uh. Ostroh 1533 ( 15/3); MSlk á
vîiw any —  D  sg. n. (uzívanie); Partiz. L'upča 1588b (13/3); CSlk C ú /u
W
wassa —  N sg f  adj. (vài); Spiš. Kapituła 1592 (8/7); ESlk a
we —  prep. (vo); Vel׳. Pole 1547 (!4/2); CSlk ъ/ь
wedel —  sg. m . l-part. (vediet); Makovica 1579b (8/7); ESlk d '
wedle —  prep. (vedta); Rožkovany 1575 (1 1/5); ESlk ъ/ь
welyku —  I sg. f. adj. (ѵеГку); Slov. Ves 1591 (5/16); ESlk C ú
wen —  adv. (von); Zamovica 1548 (7/3); CSlk ъ/ь
Slov. V es 1591 (13/3); ESlk ъ/ь
werchu —  G  sg. m. (vrch); Ružomberok 1555b (9/6); CSlk \
werzne —  adv. (verny); Rožkovany 1575 (3/7); ESlk r'
wiare —  A  sg. f. (viera); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (26/2); ESlk 'é
wiedzenia —  G  $g. n. (vederne); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (8/3); ESlk á
wiedzieć —  inf. (vediet ); Brezovica n. Tor. 1567 (5/7); ESlk d ״
wie(m] —  1st sg. n-p. (vediet ); Žamovica 1548 (6/11); CSlk ’é
wierne —  1st pl. n-p. (vediet ); Makovica 1579a (8/7); ESlk ’é
więźnia —  A  sg. m  (vázerí); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (11/1,24/8); ESlk a
więźniem —  I sg. m. (vazen); Brezovica n. Tor. 1564 (28/2); ESlk a
wiplatyl —  sg. m. l-part. (vyplatif); Kračunovce 1580 (5/10); ESlk t*
wiru —  A  sg. f. (viera): Lomné 1572 (14/7); ESlk ’é
wirzoszwmiel —  sg. m . l-part. (vyrozumiet' ); Plaveč 1532b (3/5); ESlk r’
wladnuti —  inf. (vládnut ); Partiz. Lupča 1562 (27/13); CSUc C'ú
wlczy —  A  sg. m. adj. (vfči ); Trenčin 1584 (67/7); WSlk J
wo —  prep. (vo); Partiz. Lupča 1588b (21/7); CSUc ъ/ь
wobecz —  adv. (vábec); Ružomberok 1555b (5/4); CSUc ó
Lomné 1572 (2/2); ESlk ó
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wole —  G  sg. f. (vôta); P o v . Bystrica 1576 (25/10); WSlk 6
Makovica 1579a (4/18); ESlk ó
wopatmy —  N sg. m. adj. (opatrny)\ Rajec 1553 (4/2); W Slk f
V  pi. m. anim. adj. (opatrny); Žamovica 1548 (1/8); CSlk f  
wpratelstwy —  L  sg. n. (priatetstvo); M oiovce 1567 (25/1); CSlk á 
wrchu —  G  sg. m. (vrch); Ružomberok 1555a (9/5); CSlk f 
wrednykow —  G  pl. m. (úradník); РоГалоѵсе 1584 (12/13); ESlk a 
W skrisseny —  L  sg. n. (vzkriesenie); Trenčin 1577 (1/6); WSlk ,é 
wulj —  A sg. f. (vóta)\ Orav. Zámok 1574 (54/7); CSlk ó 
wuly —  A sg. f. (vôta); Levoča 1569 (3/2); ESlk ó 
wuobec2 —  adv. (vóbec)\ Kremnica 1569 (2/3); CSlk 6
wuole —  G  sg. f. (vóta)\ Partiz. Lupča 1540 (16/4); CSlk 6
Lomné 1572 (10/7); E S lkó
wuos —  N sg. m . (voi); Spiš. Kapituła 1592 (10/7); ESlk ó
wyeze —  adv. (viacfej) ); Orav. Zámok 1574 (63/3); CSlk á
wyhledawagu —  3rd pl. n-p. (vyhtodávat' ); Partiz. Lupča 1578b (13/5); CSlk C ú /u
wyplnieni —  G  sg. n. (vyplnenie); Skalica 1590 (14/10); W Slk á
wyplnil —  sg. m. I pán  (vyplnit ); Skalica 1590 (10/1); WSlk I
wyrchu —  L sg. m. (vrcA); Partiz. Lupča 1551 (21/10); CSlk ך
wyznanie —  N sg. п. (ѵугпапіе); Jelšava 1572 (12/11); CSlk 'é
wzali —  pl. !-part, (vziaf ); Partiz. L’upča 1562 (29/9); CSlk a
Lomné 1572(25/13); ESlk a
wzaly —  pi. l-part. (vzia/’); Trenčin 1584 (19/6); WSlk a
Lomné 1572 (8/5); ESlk a
wzat —  inf. (vziat' ); Lomné 1572 (25/3); ESlk á
wzawssy —  N sg. m. PAP (vziat' ); Partiz. L’upča 1582 (88/11); CSlk a
wziti —  inf. (vziat' ); Trenčin 1577 (4/10); WSlk á
Y
yuss —  adv. (juí)\ Ružomberok 1555a (6/9); CSlk C ú /u
Z
zabyrati —  inf. (zaberat ); Bardejov 1585 (9/4); ESlk ’é 
zacźynok —  N sg. m. (zá(inok)\ Partiz. L'upča 1588b (23/2); CSlk ъ/ь 
zadagj —  3rd pl. n-p. (hadat ); Makovica 1579b (4/1); ESlk C ú /u  
zadayąc —  N sg. m . PrAP (Hadai )\ Krás. Lúka 1558 (3/10); ESlk C ú /u  
zalugucz se —  N sg. m. PrAP (íalovat' sá)\ Pol anovce 1584 (2/10); ESlk C ú /u
Mark Richard Lauersdorf - 9783954790883
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 03:02:51AM
via free access
zamiessena —  N  sg. f. PPP (zamiesi( ); Lomné 1572 (29/8); ESlk ’é 
zamok —  A sg. m. [zámok); Sklabifta 1579 (11/8); CSlk ъЛ> 
zapłaci) —  sg. m. 1-paxt. (zaplati(  ); Tm ava 1577b (4/6); WSlk t ’ 
zaplaczyl —  sg. m. l-part. (zaplati( ); Hlinné 1585 (4/8); ESlk t'
2am o —  A sg. n. (zrno); Hlinné 1585 (9/4); ESlk r
za-slubil —  sg. m. l-part. (zastúbit' ); Tmava 1565c (3/15); WSlk C ú /u
zboza —  G  sg. n. (zbožie); Hlinné 1585 (8/3); ESlk á
zdravi — G  sg. n. (zdravie); KJáSior p. Zniev. 1531 (1/10); CSUc á
Zdravy —  G  sg. n. (zdravie); K rom éfû 1539 (2/8); MSlk á
zdravy —  A sg. n. (zdravie); KroméKi 1539 (13/5); MSlk ’é
Zdravye —  G sg. n. (zdravie); Uh. Brod 1547 (2/1); MSlk á
zdrawi —  G  sg. n. (zdravie); Krás. Lúka 1556 (1/3); ESlk á
zdrawia —  G  sg. n. (zdravie); Makovica 1579a (1/15); ESlk á
zdrawye —  A sg. n. (zdravie); Chmefov 1577 (1/4); ESlk ’é
zet —  N sg. m. (za(); Partiz. L'upča 1538 (5/9); CSlk a
zcthrffacz —  inf. (zotrvat ); Hertnik 1565 (5/6); ESlk ז
ziadajicze —  N sg. m. PrAP (iiadat ); Hlohovec 1532 (3/7); WSlk C ú /u
zmienku —  A sg. f. (zmienka); Partiz. Lupča 1540 (30/7); CSUc ״é
zminku —  A  sg. f. (zmienka); Mošovce 1568 (5/8); CSlk ’é
zmluva —  N sg. f. (zmluva); Mošovce 1578 (4/11); CSlk |
znagicze —  N pl. m. PrAP (znai ); Partiz. Lupča 1538 (9/4); CSlk C ú /u
znaje —  N sg. m . Pr AP (zna( ); Veseli n. M o r 1549a (19/9); MSlk a
znanie —  A sg. n. (znanie); Makovica 1579b (7/5); ESlk ’é
znany —  A sg. n. (znanie), Makovica 1579b (5/6); ESlk ’é
zny —  3rd sg. n״p. (znief); Veseli n. М ог 1549b (7/4); MSlk ’é
zobu —  G  num. (oba, ohe); Mošovce 1578 (22/1); CSlk C ú
został —  sg. m. l-part. (zostat' ); Bartošovce 1554 (16/3); ESlk 6
zosiathy —  inf. (zostat ); Sklabifta 1579 (6/1); CSlk ó
zribe —  N sg. n. (zriebá); Amutovce 16th c. (3/7); ESlk a; ESlk ’é
zryzeny —  A sg. n. (zriadenie); Rajec 1553 (12/12); WSlk á
ztiezowany —  G sg. п. (stažovanie); Partiz. Lupča 1568 (26/9); CSlk Г
zuostali —  pl. l-part. (zostat ); Uh. Ostroh 1533 (18/14); MSlk 6
zuostat —  inf. (zostat' ); Partiz. Lupča 1578a (45/7); CSlk ó
zupełna —  N. sg. f? adj. (zupiny); Plaveč 1556 (6/5); ESlk |  (2x)
zupina —  adv. (zupina); Rajec 1553 (19/12); W S lk }
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zuplnu —  A sg. f. adj. {zúplny); Paitiz. Lupča 1588a (7/2); C S lk} 
zustati —  inf. (zostaf ); MoSovce 1578 (21/1); CSlk ó 
zwerchu —  adv. (zvrchu); Jelšava 1572 (15/5); CSlk j
zwrchupsany —  N pl. m. PPP (svrchupsony); Pov. Bystrica 1576 (30/15); WSlk ך 
zwrichu —  adv. (zvrchu); Partiz. L'upča 1559 (23/11); CSlk ן• 
zyatowy —  D sg. m. (zat' ); Amutovce 16th c. (26/1 ); ESlk a 
zyemyanye —  N pl. m. (zeman); Bartošovce 1554 (22/10); ESlk a
t
žriedlo —  N sg. n. (íriedló); Partiz. Lupča 1588b (16/5); CSlk ’é
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